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The concept of empowerment is used in various fields from social work to business and 
development cooperation. In the field of development studies this originally radical 
concept is seen to have a growing importance with the rise of a human rights based 
approach to development1. In general, empowerment became a major purpose for 
mainstream development interventions and human development in the 1990s2, serving 
as a goal and/or means to further objectives such as the realisation of sustainable 
development3, gender equity4, human rights or a strong civil society defending the 
vulnerable. In addition, those who are up-to-date engage in capacity building which can 
boost empowerment and aid effectiveness5. Also the Development Policy Programme 
of Finland stresses supporting Southern civil society organisations’ (CSOs) capacities6.  
 
Yet, what is an empowered organisation and how or if empowerment takes place lacks 
evidence and agreement.7 There is also rather little evidence on capacity building 
activities of CSOs, and when studied, CSOs have faced many methodological and 
practical challenges. It has been difficult to prove the relevance and impacts of capacity 
building efforts. The support of the public towards capacity building has been weak.8 
Also the role and effectiveness of development CSOs and development cooperation in 
general have generated heated debate. While some consider development cooperation 
a legitimate component of work for more equal, democratic and peaceful world, others 
argue it to be naïve and useless or even mere extension of the political interests of 
more developed countries.9 Furthermore, even if development cooperation, its research 
and results were generally welcomed in the North, studying it from outside faces 
growing voices of for example cultural relativists questioning the ability of an outsider to 
convincingly study, hold a universal standpoint and advice people from another context 
particularly if such studies do not carefully consider local contexts and views10. 
 
                                               
1
 Bartlett 2004, ii, 2. The approach is central also in Finland’s Development Policy Programme. Ministry for 
Foreign Affairs of Finland 2012. 
2
 See Bartlett 2004, 3; Mikkelsen 2005, 56. 
3
 Järvinen 2007, abstract, 15, 57. 
4
 DFID 2000; DFID 2012; World Bank 2011a, 6. 
5
 See e.g. Riddell 2007, 282; UNDP 2009. On the attention it has received in recent years, see e.g. Huyse 
et al. 2012, 130. 
6
 Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland 2012. It is also specifically mentioned in the International 
Framework for CSO Development Effectiveness. Open Forum for CSO Development Effectiveness 2011, 
14, 20. 
7
 Järvinen 2007, abstract, 15, 57. 
8
 See Huyse et al. 2012, 129–130. See also Davies 1998, 30; Riddell 2007. 
9
 See e.g. Järvinen 2007, 13; Riddell 2007, 1–4, 165, 253–7; White & Bamberger 2008. For debate on and 
challenges in the contribution of CSOs to development, see e.g. Roche 2000, 2; Riddell 2007, 305–10. 
10





Cultural relativism, insufficient public support to CSO work and development aid and 
lack of evidence on results of capacity building and empowerment efforts all point to 
development actors’ need for more quality, context sensitive research and evaluation of 
development interventions. According to Pawson and Tilley, evaluations are about 
studying and learning from social policies and programs so as to modify and improve 
their effectiveness11. They can help development actors to show that development 
cooperation works and to bring justification and support for their work. Evaluations are 
increasingly popular also due to the era of knowledge and value-adding. Donors 
require them to support their decision making and CSOs are getting more learning 
oriented.12 Yet, it is still difficult to distinguish between a programme failure and 
success – “not for lack of trying but due to the inherent difficulties of tracing its 
contribution”13. Evaluations are at crossroads of multiple possible futures, Pawson and 
Tilley argue, and suggest the non-mainstream approach of realistic evaluation as one 
potential road for it.14 It has been widely discussed along with other theory-based 
evaluation approaches during the last years, but its application in development 
cooperation remains scarce so far. Inspired by Holma and Kontinen15, I intend to 
engage in such an application in this study. 
 
This thesis touches three development cooperation trends: evaluation, empowerment 
and capacity building of Southern partners. I focus on the empowerment of CSOs, its 
facilitation with capacity building and its evaluation with the approach of realistic 
evaluation. I have chosen this approach due to my interest in alternative ways to 
assess social change and due to its philosophical basis – critical realism – which 
inspires me with its view on how the world is constructed. I am particularly interested in 
mechanisms highlighted in it and how they act and influence CSOs' development and 
empowerment in capacity building interventions. I concentrate on these mechanisms 
without engaging in full theory making on the interaction of the context and 
mechanisms and the generated outcomes as typical in realistic evaluation.  
 
The thesis discusses both evaluation practice and research which are usually rather 
separate discussions16. In this study they are put together through using the data of a 
rather managerialistic Evaluation for identifying and analysing the mechanisms of CSO 
development and empowerment in a non-mainstream methodological framework of 
                                               
11
 Pawson & Tilley 1997, xi–xii. 
12
 See Davies 1998, 29–30; Britton 2005; Holma & Kontinen 2011, 182–3. For a critical view of CSOs 
justifying their work and for the need for honest assessment of CSO work, see e.g. Roche 2000, 3. 
13
 Pawson & Tilley 1997, xi–xii; Riddell 2007, 253–7. 
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realistic evaluation. The thesis so to speak builds on this Evaluation17 of a capacity 
building Partnership Programme (PP or Programme here) with small, largely volunteer 
based grassroots CSOs – pilot groups – in Kenya. I had familiarised myself with the 
Programme during my internship at its sponsor, the Finnish NGO Foundation for 
Human Rights KIOS, but I had not been involved in it directly before being invited to 
evaluate it after the internship. During the Evaluation in 2010 I had an interest and a 
permission to use the data for a thesis later. My research idea and questions were only 
developing then, so I did the Evaluation mostly based on the requirements of its 
commissioner KIOS. The thesis introduces the Evaluation and its findings but excludes 
some irrelevant parts for this thesis and one evaluated CSO that did not go through the 
whole Programme process and therefore gave insufficient data for the thesis. I use the 
data from the CSOs’ beneficiaries only to verify data on each CSO's developments and 
challenges during the Programme. I have limited the examined time period mainly to 
the Programme period and a bit before and after. I consider the history of each CSO to 
better understand their development and the dynamics of their mechanisms. 
 
I see civil society organisations to include “all non-market and non-state organisations 
in which people organise themselves to pursue shared interest in the public domain”18. 
I will use the term CSO whether the organisation is registered as any type or size of a 
CSO or not. The factor connecting CSOs is allegedly their focus on empowering people 
to make choices over how they will develop19. Yet, they are heterogeneous and share 
different, even contradicting interests. Some CSOs may not actually promote the 
common good or represent the independent voices of the people, as the growing body 
of critical studies of CSOs has observed.20  
 
I embrace a general view of an evaluation as a one-off activity done at some significant 
phase of an intervention such as its end to articulate more thorough and wider issues 
than in monitoring and to form a basis for future intervention improvements.21 While 
practical evaluations usually focus on issues such as relevance, performance, impacts 
and efficiency versus set objectives22, I would like to take a more open approach 
                                               
17
 This evaluation will be referred to as Evaluation to differentiate it from more general use of the word. 
18
 See Open Forum for CSO Development Effectiveness 2011, 9; The World Bank 2012. See also 
Hakkarainen et al. 2003, vii, Ch. 4. According to Gitonga (2010), the term Civil Society Organisations 
(CSOs) is used in Kenya to refer to a variety of organisations operating between the individual and the 
state and promoting the interest of their members or the public good. CSOs include e.g. non-governmental 
organisations (NGOs) and community-based organisations (CBOs). Other similar concepts include a non-
profit organisation and third sector organisation. See e.g. Eade 1997, 5–6; Fisher 1997, 446–8; Howes 
1997, 821; Davies 1998, 116; Ferguson 1998, 46; Tvedt 2006, 679. 
19
 Open Forum for CSO Development Effectiveness 2011, 9. 
20
 See e.g. Eade 2000, 12–3; Nederveen Pieterse 2001, 84–5; Hilhorst 2003, 7;Tvedt 2006, 678–9. 
21
 Wils 2001, 4, 9; See also Roche 2000, 26–7; Mikkelsen 2005, 346, 265–8; Lipson & Hunt 2008, 161. Cf. 
Eade 1997, 134. 
22





inspired by realistic evaluation. I would like to think that an evaluation can also focus on 
other issues. I am interested in change processes, why and how something occurs 
rather than how well set outcomes or goals are reached. The study is inspired by 
Long’s definition of a development intervention as not a simple action plan to be 
executed towards expected outcomes but as a dynamic socially constructed and 
negotiated process and arena for social struggles between actors with both intended 
and unintended outcomes23. Actors such as CSOs are active social entities with 
agency or ability to act24. Yet, drawing on critical realism, I see the social world and its 
processes not only as results of human perceptions and action25 but also and mainly 
produced in an interplay of mechanisms and the context. Some parts of the social 
world and some mechanisms may exist independent of subjective thinking or actions.26 
 
Key questions, objectives and the contents of the study 
 
This thesis aims to find out how and why the studied CSOs developed and possibly 
reached empowerment during the Programme by examining their mechanisms so as to 
learn more generally about the links between capacity building and CSOs' 
mechanisms, development and empowerment. In general, a development intervention 
intervenes in the existing state of affairs so as to facilitate development, and it may be 
even necessary to trigger a certain process towards some goal, such as strengthened 
organisational development and empowerment. On the other hand, the reactions of 
target subjects to intervention efforts and the ultimate outcomes may be contradictory 
and hard to predict.27 I suppose this applies also to the Programme at hand, although 
at least some positive reactions and outcomes can be assumed due to the CSOs' own 
interest to join the Programme and due to its capacity building nature. In this thesis I 
aim to get a step deeper, to the level of mechanisms to better understand CSOs' 
action, outcomes and possible empowerment and the way they are connected to 
effective organisational mechanisms during the intervention.  
 
The examination of the above mentioned issues is facilitated by the following 
interrelated research questions: 
 What kind of organisational mechanisms hinder or support CSO development and 
empowerment? 
                                               
23
 Long 2011, 25, 32. See also Olivier de Sardan 2005, 137–138. 
24
 Long 2001, 25, 31, 49. Long has an actor-oriented perspective, which is based on constructivism unlike 
this study. 
25
 Cf. Long 2001, 2–3, 13. 
26
 See Delanty 1997, 130; Bhaskar 1998a, 38, 45; Sayer 1984, 5; Sayer 2000, 2–3; Fleetwood 2004, 22, 
35. 
27





 What kind of organisational mechanisms can be enabled or triggered in a capacity 
building intervention? 
 How can CSO empowerment be generated in a capacity building intervention? 
 What kind of a tool can be developed for studying CSO development and 
empowerment with the approach of realistic evaluation?  
 
The first question refers to organisational mechanisms that in the case of the 
intervention at hand persisted during it, either supporting or hampering CSOs’ 
development and empowerment. When supportive, I assume the intervention to 
somehow support the mechanism. The second question refers to mechanisms, 
particularly mechanisms beneficial for CSO development and empowerment that can 
be and in this intervention were enabled to function better or triggered, possibly 
replacing some existing mechanism. I also want to study the potential role of an 
intervention in cases of mechanism persistence, enabling and change: Whether and 
how an intervention can affect a mechanism enabling or change and boost some 
mechanisms and why some mechanisms hampering CSO development persist despite 
capacity building efforts.  
 
The third research question relates to the first two. I assume that the possible CSO 
empowerment is generated in an interplay of certain mechanism(s) and contextual 
factors that an intervention may affect and that this empowerment process, these 
mechanisms and their interaction with the context may be identified and analysed. I am 
also interested in cases where development and empowerment is difficult or does not 
occur, as they may teach about mechanisms inhibiting development or empowerment. 
The comparison of CSOs’ mechanisms should help understand CSO empowerment 
process and factors affecting organisational change in development interventions. 
 
The fourth research question introduces the methodological ambition of this thesis: to 
develop a tool for studying CSO development and empowerment with the approach of 
realistic evaluation and thus to increase comprehension of the application of the 
approach to the evaluation of capacity building and empowerment of CSOs in 
development interventions. As the research process was not initially planned to take 
this approach and as the thesis only focuses on mechanisms related to CSO 
development and empowerment, without context-mechanism-outcome (CMO) theory 
making as typical in realistic evaluation, a full answer to the fourth research question 





In addition, the thesis should contribute to the research of capacity building of smaller 
CSOs, which is argued to be less studied than that of larger CSOs28. 
 
The thesis is constructed as follows. After the introduction I present the studied 
intervention, its context and the Evaluation in Chapter 2 as the starting point of the 
thesis. Chapter 3 proceeds to a literature review on the background and definitions 
related to CSO empowerment. It also describes an ideal empowerment process and 
key factors for CSO empowerment and its external support. I end the chapter with my 
definition of CSO empowerment and a model of facilitated CSO empowerment. 
Chapter 4 discusses the evaluation of organisational development and capacity 
building, related trends and realistic evaluation with its key concepts, background and 
place among other approaches. The chapter also clarifies how I approach the concept 
of mechanism when studying CSO empowerment with a model that I develop for the 
realistic evaluation of facilitated CSO development and empowerment. In Chapter 5 I 
explain my research methods and reflect on their use. Chapters 6 and 7 present the 
results. Chapter 8 concludes the thesis. I discuss the results from the viewpoint of 
research questions and objectives and in comparison with other literature. This 
includes their implications, ideas for further research and conclusions. The annexes 
contain more information on the Evaluation, the data collection and mechanisms. 
 
The thesis shows that mechanisms are strongly linked to each other and the context 
that together strongly influence CSOs’ development and empowerment. It indicates 
that interventions can contribute to the existence and establishment of several 
mechanisms beneficial for CSOs’ development and empowerment. Meanwhile, 
changing some mechanisms hindering CSOs’ overall development may simply stay 
beyond interventions’ reach. Intervention efforts and beneficial mechanisms are no 
guarantees of CSO empowerment which depends, after all, on several internal and 
external conditions of each particular CSO. My findings suggest, along with many 
advocates of theory-based evaluation approaches, that realistic evaluation and critical 
realism behind it form a promising alternative approach for the evaluation of social 
change in development interventions. With this experience of developing and applying 
a tool for studying CSOs’ development and empowerment with the approach of realistic 
evaluation I also encourage others to apply and further develop this tool or other tools 
of realistic evaluation for the use of interested intervention and evaluation practitioners 
in different kinds of interventions and situations. 
                                               
28
 See Sobeck 2008, 50–1. So far evaluations of capacity building efforts have mainly concentrated on 





2 THE EXAMINED INTERVENTION, CONTEXT AND EVALUATION 
 
This chapter presents the starting point of this thesis: The KIOS – Youth Alive! Kenya 
(YAK) Partnership Programme (Programme), its target CSOs alias pilot groups, the 
overall context and the Evaluation with its key results. It includes information based on 
the Evaluation report in 201029 and some additional desk study and observations. The 
thesis was at a nascent phase during the Evaluation, which inspired me to examine the 
CSOs’ more profound developments and empowerment in the thesis. This also led me 
to further analyse the relevant Kenyan and international context which I discuss here. A 
wider analysis of CSO specific micro contexts can be found in Chapter 6 and Annex 4.  
 
2.1 Introduction to the Programme 
 
The KIOS – Youth Alive! Kenya (YAK) Partnership Programme was started in May 
2008 between The Finnish NGO Foundation for Human Rights KIOS, YAK and eight 
small human rights CSOs with the objective of strengthened capacities of these 
organisations and ultimately the civil society and human rights movement in Kenya to 
effectively work for human rights in the country. In 2013 the Programme was still on-
going. During the examined time period it also aimed at increased cooperation among 
small human rights actors and with more experienced actors to enable shared learning. 
YAK was to grow into a competent capacity builder and facilitator on human rights in 
Kenya and KIOS to evolve as a capacity builder, facilitator and human rights expert. 
 
The Programme is funded by KIOS with the support of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs 
of Finland. It consists of various phases that share the same goals and similar activities 
but are separate cycles with different target CSOs and their tailored capacity building. 
Its first phase from May 2008 to March 2010 was the period of examination in the 
Evaluation and the focus of this thesis. It will be called the Programme or the PP here. 
It was jointly planned by KIOS and YAK who knew each other since 2006 through 
KIOS’s previous funding for YAK. Their partnering in the Programme was also due to 
similar strategic and capacity building interests and due to YAK’s experience of 
capacity building with local CSOs. In the intervention KIOS supported YAK’s capacity 
as a capacity builder for eight CSOs, aka pilot groups, who received specific capacity 
assessment, training and mentoring as well as joint training. Seven of them also 
received funding (1000 euro) for a small human rights project and it was the first direct 
project funding ever for four of them. YAK implemented alone all activities with the 
exception of CSO selections, joint trainings and the analysis of pilot project proposals 
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and reports which were done together by KIOS and YAK. Pilot groups participated in 
planning their capacity building. Pilot projects were under their own responsibility.  
 
The pilot groups were small grassroots CSOs driven by issues of high importance for 
their community or target group. They focused on vulnerable groups such as youth, 
youth with disabilities, widows or children largely according to the population group to 
which their members belonged too. They had been established between 1993 and 
2006 and were located in Nairobi, Kisumu and nearby areas. They did or desired to do 
more human rights work. Many of them had very little experience of independent 
project work before. Further details on them are presented in Chapter 6 and Annex 4. 
Their real names are hidden and their description is limited for confidentiality reasons. 
 
2.2 Relevant context internationally and in Kenya  
 
International context of capacity building and human rights 
Internationally speaking it is argued that Southern CSOs' overall capacity development 
needs are not at least decreasing. This is seen in many developing countries in low 
public spending on human development, conflicts, poverty related challenges and 
brain-drain from smaller local CSOs to bigger ones and to the international job 
market.30 Without external support or in a resource scarce environment in general, 
many CSOs have had to focus only on maintaining capacity and organisational survival 
instead of capacity development31. These challenges have been widely noticed among 
development actors. A desire to support Southern CSOs is usually one common 
nominator for Northern development actors. Capacity building has been on the 
development agenda for decades in different forms. Donors and researchers worked 
considerably with Southern public sector institutions as early as in the 1950s and 60s 
with a focus on technical cooperation. However, the results were low in many 
countries. After 1980s the aid sector grew aware of not having considered enough the 
broader political and social context, the endogenous demand and internal ownership of 
the South.32 Nevertheless, at that time capacity building enjoyed a golden era with 
increasing recognition and prioritisation among official donors and multilateral 
agencies33. According to official estimations capacity building received about one fourth 
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of the official development aid in 200634. Almost all medium sized and large 
international NGOs engaged in some capacity building and the amounts were growing 
in 200735. According to Riddell, the trend relates to the growing number of CSOs, the 
scale of their activities and the demands they face as well as to the wish of Southern 
CSOs to become more self-sufficient and independent of donors. Riddell also suggests 
that there have been more successful CSO-led capacity building interventions than 
official donor efforts in strengthening public sector institutions in the South.36 
 
However, the golden era of CSOs and capacity building seems over. Capacity building 
has been harder than expected37. Its orthodoxies and the role of civil society in 
development are increasingly questioned. Funds previously channelled through CSOs 
are now increasingly directed through governments, potentially decreasing funding and 
role of CSOs in the whole. Some worry about CSOs becoming mere subcontractors for 
governments and losing independence and power.38 Funds are said to be unequally 
allocated between CSOs and CSOs to be increasingly driven to fight for survival rather 
than for the better of their beneficiaries. This threatens the key asset of CSOs – their 
reputation as doing good for others and legitimation – which, according to Hilhorst39, is 
a matter of survival and requires constant nurturing40. Many Southern CSOs feel lack of 
power and say in projects. In the North development cooperation is increasingly 
integrated into foreign policies where it may serve other than developmental 
purposes.41 Long-term support is often increasingly changed into several short-term 
projects. Development actors are argued to be getting more learning oriented42, which 
can increase their interest to control projects, or better, to improve with their partners43.   
 
In general, international trends in development cooperation were seen particularly 
through those pilot groups who had more international connections due to international 
funding. Particularly the challenge of changing donor strategies and policies came up, 
which can mean complete changes in working topics or partner countries without 
proper phase out44. Two pilot groups felt this through some projects ending in 2008. 
According to Kanyinga and Owiti45, it hampers recipient CSOs' concentration on long-
                                               
34
 I.e. net official development aid. This depends of the definition of capacity building. See DAC 2006b, 11. 
35
 See Riddell 2007, 282. 
36
 Riddell 2007, 9, 282–3, 285. For the limited impact of official donor efforts, see Riddell 2007, Ch. 12. 
37
 See also DAC 2006b, 7; Riddell 2007, 285. 
38
 James & Hailey 2007, 5–6, 23, 28–9. 
39
 2003, 8. 
40
 See also Shiva 2010, 145. 
41
 See Davies 1998, 132; James & Hailey 2007, 30–1. 
42
 See Britton 2005; Holma & Kontinen 2011, 182–3.  
43
 James & Hailey 2007, 31. 
44
 A proper phase out is often called an exit strategy. See Tjønneland et al. 2008, 81–4. 
45





term work and causes many CSOs to adapt their focus according to the changes so as 
to survive instead of concentrating on mobilising other resources for their work.  
 
Another relevant trend that could be thought to have touched the CSOs that had 
international funding and all CSOs through the Programme was the trend of human 
rights. All CSOs were doing human rights work or increasing its share. Human rights 
are said to have become a hegemonic political idea, part of the prevailing rhetoric and 
a widely accepted standard of political legitimacy46, although consensus on the human 
rights system is relatively controversial. Human rights norms and values penetrate 
increasingly many national societies, with governments and their opponents referring to 
human rights more frequently than before. This is said to apply also to Kenya.47  In the 
field of development a human rights based approach (HRBA) to development has been 
popular since mid-1990s and especially after 2005 when the UN member states agreed 
on mainstreaming human rights throughout the UN system48. Increasingly many 
Northern development actors have taken this approach49 particularly when working with 
sponsors promoting a HRBA50. There have been doubts on whether it changes the 
actual work or merely rhetoric51. At least funding for human rights work in the South 
has grown52. Many actors with a HRBA also fund human rights work in Kenya53.  
 
A HRBA fits nicely with capacity building, as one of its goals is to build the capacity of 
rights holders to stand for their rights54. For example UNDP argues that capacity 
building must always promote human rights55. The sponsors of the Programme, the 
human rights focused KIOS and its sponsor the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland 
with a HRBA56, would probably agree. The approach also supports the idea of active, 
empowered Southern agents and equal partnerships. These are increasingly 
considered in Northern development programmes57, the Partnership Programme as 
one of them. 
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Operating environment for human rights work of CSOs in Kenya 
According to Kanyinga and Owiti, community based organisations (CBOs) are a 
significant social feature in every local space in Kenya. Several international and 
national development non-governmental organisations (NGOs)58 and donor groups use 
them to reach the grassroots.59 Kenyan CSOs, including CBOs and NGOs60, have 
contributed extensively to Kenyan development processes and receive over 18 percent 
of the official aid61. The most visible, although small part of the CSO sector belongs to 
NGOs. Donor agencies and international NGOs provide over 90 percent of their 
funding, which is argued to risk their autonomy and accountability to the public.62  
 
Based on Youth Alive! Kenya's (YAK) capacity building experience with Kenyan 
grassroots CSOs,  these organisations often face difficulties in being effective at work, 
in mobilising resources and “in cases that they are lucky to draw support, they are 
unable to translate the support to tangible action and results. This has been attributed 
to weak institutional structures, lack of elaborate stability and sustainability plans, both 
for the projects and the organisation as a whole. The interventions and unfortunately 
the resources fizzle out almost upon the exit of external support.” 63 Kanyinga and Owiti 
argue similarly that in Kenya many CSOs have insufficient internal governance, 
accountability, operating strategies and research work. For reasons like competition of 
donor funding, CSOs often share little information among themselves, which can mean 
overlapping activities and little added value for their cause.64 In total, the desk study 
and comments of the Programme parties indicate that capacity building programmes 
are rare and much needed among small, less established human rights CSOs in 
Kenya. YAK argued that “A twin approach that addresses both internal organisational 
management, stability and sustainability issues alongside external issues that allow the 
organisations to develop relevant capacity to engage in the wider arena of 
development is critical for the effectiveness and success of their work in human rights, 
democracy and development [in Kenya]”65. 
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Kenyan human rights defenders' work is supported by the country's commitment to 
various international and regional human rights conventions and the related reporting, 
hearing and complaining mechanisms. The most important of them are the 
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) which Kenya had 
accessed and its two optional protocols which remained without action by the end of 
2009. The country had accessed or ratified a total of seven out of nine core 
international human rights conventions under the UN66, the Rome Statute governing 
the International Criminal Court (ICC)67 and four treaties under the African Commission 
on Human and People’s Rights. This included the African Charter on Human and 
People’s Rights (ACHPR), the most important African treaty for human rights 
defenders. This ranked Kenya above the average in ratifications among African 
countries.68 In Kenya international treaties have national effect only through 
domestication, i.e. legislative enactment of an enabling statute. By 2006 the ICCPR 
was not yet domesticated69 but the Bill of Rights in the Kenyan Constitution guaranteed 
similar civil and political rights as the ICCPR and the ACHPR70. The courts are to 
ensure consistency between Kenya's national laws and international commitments. 
Kenyans are entitled to equal protection and to seek related legal redress at the High 
Court of Kenya.71 Yet, the practice was challenging during the key years of the 
examined Programme period (2008–2009)72. 
 
The period from independence and particularly from the re-establishment of multiparty 
democracy with increased freedom of speech, press and assembly until late 2007 was 
considerably stable and peaceful in Kenya despite political reforms and crises in 
neighbouring countries.73 Serious irregularities of presidential elections in late 2007 and 
the following post-election crisis reversed the trend. The manipulation of elections 
generated widespread violence and social dislocation in Kenya until the end of 
February 2008 and the effects were felt through 2008 and 2009.74 The Commission of 
Inquiry into Post-Election Violence found security forces responsible for major human 
rights violations and Kenyan politicians from opposing sides to have organised and 
financed several attacks.75 The year 2009 ended without Kenya creating a special 
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tribunal to prosecute the culprits as recommended by the Commission and agreed in 
the peace sharing deal between the re-elected President Kibaki and the opposition 
leader Odinga, the first prime minister ever. The International Criminal Court planned to 
start related investigation with the Kenyan president, prime minister and other high 
politicians as suspects for organising the violence and crimes against humanity.76 
 
Generally speaking, CSO work was challenging due to government officers’ ad hoc and 
contradictory approach to the sector. Also pilot groups indicated that authorities’ 
attitudes changed quickly. The situation was considered most difficult for advocacy 
groups lacking donor funding and goodwill from the government.77 Some pilot groups 
did such advocacy work78. Both primary and secondary sources indicated that there 
were negative attitudes particularly among the police79.  
 
Positively, many domestic human rights groups, including the studied CSOs, operated 
generally without major government restrictions and were mostly able to investigate 
and publish their human rights findings, particularly in comparison with CSOs in other 
formerly authoritarian countries nearby.80 The positive attitudes of authorities were 
seen in permitting or supporting pilot groups' work, for instance in a local chief giving a 
venue for a human rights training for free and the police inviting a CSO representative 
to the local policing committee. One pilot group also told the police to refer cases to it, 
which points to the problem of insufficient human rights knowledge among authorities81. 
There were regular changes among key authorities, which meant losing some good 
personal relationships with them and building new ones from scratch. Some pilot 
groups also faced a general trend of authorities' decreasing willingness to respond to 
defenders’ calls82 or to cooperate. High impunity and corruption of law enforcement 
personnel hampered the situation further. Access to justice was difficult due to corrupt 
judiciary, inadequate resources, backlogs of cases and lack of independent and 
impartial investigations.83 Several pilot groups mentioned these challenges to mean 
lack of results and waste of their resources. 
 
According to the studied CSOs, the election related violence had a considerable effect 
on their work by forcing most of them to stop working for some months and by 
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increasing their workload with related human rights violations. They witnessed various 
human rights abuses from harassment and arbitrary arrests to torture and extra-judicial 
killings of community members which were generally numerous in Kenya in 2008–
200984. The harassment was shifting from targeting individual defenders to human 
rights organisations85. Restrictions in freedom of assembly and association were 
increased to limit critics of the government, but the freedom of speech was mainly 
respected in 2008 and 2009.86 All in all, the new government was considered to limit 
the space of civil society and suppress critical voices in human rights87. Increased 
human rights abuses made Freedom House to lower its rating on Kenyan civil liberties 
from three to four in 2008–2009. Political liberties remained in rate four and the overall 
freedom status as partly free.88 Meanwhile, the Kenyan civil society was estimated to 
have survived well from the political crisis89 and its professionalism and seriousness to 
greatly support the protection of human rights in the country.90 
 
One facet of the post-election violence and a factor connected to nearly all pilot groups 
as youth CSOs is argued to be the general situation of the Kenyan youth that drove 
many of them to participate in post-election violence91. In general, youth are seen as 
more prone to violent behaviour than other age groups particularly when alienated, 
frustrated and marginalised enough. This had been identified in Kenya for long before 
2007.92 Crime and violence are an increasing youth problem in the country93. Youth 
(15–36 years) constitute 36 percent of the population94. They are argued to face multi-
faceted exclusion linked to rapid population growth, urbanisation and multi-ethnicity 
and the resulting neglect of their needs in general.95 According to official estimations, in 
2009 youth formed around 60 percent of the active workforce while 75 percent of the 
workforce was unemployed, meaning high youth unemployment96. The African culture 
is seen to generally value elders over youth. Corruption and cronyism together with 
traditionally emphasised ethnic origin are described as common in Kenyan political life 
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and to disempower and frustrate many youth.97 The youth have largely voted for an 
alternative in elections for a change but with disappointments98. For example, in 1992 
around one million youth were allegedly unable to vote in elections due to being denied 
national identity cards necessary to register as voters99, and the Kibaki government 
failed to meet 2002 election promises for jobs by 2007, decreasing youth's hopes for 
the future100. The controversial election results in 2007 together with Kibaki's ban of 
peaceful demonstrations saw cumulated anger and frustration of youth to erupt 
violently101. These events seemed like a final blow for youth facing marginalisation that 
had imposed them to injustices with limited legal ways to effectively express their 
voices and reach justice, and they were seen to express it all in the conflict102. In this 
reality CSOs can have a key role of gathering youth voices together for their effective 
lawful participation and influence in the society. All but one youth focused pilot group 
referred to these challenges as a key reason for their establishment. 
 
2.3 The original Evaluation of the Programme 
 
The Evaluation103 of the Programme was commissioned by KIOS and conducted 
between March and August 2010 with the purpose to assess the implementation, 
impact and relevance of the activities of the Programme during its first phase from May 
2008 to March 2010. An additional task was to give recommendations to support the 
planning and implementation of the following phases.104 The Evaluation focused on the 
performance of KIOS and YAK in contributing to the Programme goals and in assisting 
the pilot groups in developing themselves. The methodology of the Evaluation is 
discussed in Chapter 5. I have included here the following Evaluation results due to 
their relevance for understanding pilot groups from the viewpoint of the thesis. 
 
Generally speaking, the Evaluation concluded that activities had been successfully 
planned, implemented and documented. The partners had planned with care, solved 
their challenges sufficiently and adjusted the Programme as necessary. The 
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experiences of KIOS, YAK and the CSOs in the Programme had generated learning 
and ideas that benefited their work in and beyond the Programme. The components of 
the Programme were considered functional and purposeful, serving its original idea, 
objectives and ultimate goal. The key capacity improvements of the pilot groups related 
to the growth of expertise and effectiveness at human rights work and networking. 
 
Table 1. Individual training and mentoring areas and key outcomes.105 




 Setting up an office and building the capacity 
of the secretariat 
 Setting up a new board  
 Proposal and report writing 
 Budgeting by activity 
 Fundraising 
 New office 
 Board restructured 
 New constitution 
 Accounting system for handling 
donor money 
 Success in the pilot project 
 
CSO B 
 Annual reporting writing 
 Computerised financial management 
 Monitoring and evaluation of project success 
 Computerised financial management 
system set up 
 Success in the pilot project 
 
CSO C 
 Registration of the organisation  
 Resolution of internal conflicts  
 Proposal and report writing 
 Fundraising and financial management 
 Improving adaptability to member turnover 
 Registration of the organisation 
 Resolution of internal conflicts 
 Success in the pilot project  
 Successful fundraising 
 
CSO D 
 Proposal and report writing 
 Improving adaptability to member turnover  
 Fundraising and financial management  
 Local fundraising opportunities 




 Manuals for financial and human resources 
 Monitoring and evaluation of project success 
 Manuals for human resources and 
financial management developed 
 Success in the pilot project 
 
CSO F 
 Proposal and report writing 
 Fundraising and financial management 
 Rights based approach to programming 




 Staff motivation and retention 
 Policies and procedures on staff and volunteer 
engagement 
 Revising the board 
 Strategic planning 
 Proposal and report writing 
 Fundraising and financial management 
 Roles between the board, staff and 
volunteers clarified 
 Restructured board and quit paying 
allowances to board members 
 Successful conclusion of the pilot 
project 
 
The CSO specific training and mentoring areas and key outcomes in the Programme 
are provided in Table 1. The outcomes are those to which the Programme contributed 
directly. It excludes outcomes for reasons beyond the Programme and unexpected 
results that the CSOs initiated by themselves and to which the Programme contributed 
more indirectly without direct advice from YAK. They and many findings here are 
further elaborated in Chapter 6. They exclude one of the original eight pilot groups who 
did not complete the Programme process and gave insufficient data for this thesis. 
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According to the Evaluation, there were clear differences between CSOs in how and 
how much they benefited of the Programme. This depended largely on their specific 
features, commitment and activity in developing themselves. CSO F and particularly 
CSO G stressed the pilot project more compared to other Programme activities and 
other CSOs, and they were at times passive in the organisational development that 
YAK had recommended, in initiating organisational development by themselves or in 
asking for advice. Particularly CSO F’s results in organisational development were 
noted low. Some CSOs’ passivity was linked to misunderstandings, such as believing 
that YAK’s mentoring only extends to the agreed training days and therefore not asking 
for much extra help. Further reasons are detailed in Chapter 6. The other CSOs 
showed constant eagerness and activity in all activities and generated outcomes in 
them all.  
 
Despite the described differences, all CSOs were generally satisfied with cooperation 
with YAK, saying that YAK was dedicated at helping them whenever they needed and 
helped them achieve their goals, although it could not help them at every issue. Many 
of them, particularly those that were youth focused or youth based CSOs like YAK, 
admired YAK, seeing it as some kind of a role model, as someone or with something 
that they wanted to be or achieve later. This made them embark on similar activities 
and helped them clarify their CSO’s identity. The comments from them, YAK and KIOS 
indicate that their partnership with YAK was surprisingly equal compared to what they 
were used to with other bigger CSOs or sponsors. This could be linked to YAK’s 
attitudes in helping them and being their companion then and later on.  
 
All in all, there seemed to be a positive feedback loop between YAK's encouragements 
and support and the developments of many pilot groups. All CSOs stressed that the 
capacity assessment and related feedback helped them realise their capacities and all 
but CSO G had examples of resulting ideas on how to further develop their CSO or 
work. When talking about self-initiated, critical adoption of information and related 
action, Programme trainings supported critical consciousness on problems, wider 
structures affecting CSOs’ work and access to channels of influence, which together 
with other Programme activities sparked a few groups to spontaneous organisational 
improvements such as developing internal structures or a human rights based 
approach (HRBA) to work.  
 
The CSOs linked most of their key organisational improvements to the pilot project. 
This is logical: Project management was a common area of mentoring, and the project 





direct project funding for CSO A, C, D and F. Particularly CSO A, E and F had little 
previous experience of human rights education. In the project the CSOs who did 
careful planning tended to have more realistic objectives and activities in terms of time, 
budget and other factors and better attainment of their goals. All CSOs learnt a lot with 
the project and its planning, implementation, financial management and reporting. 
YAK’s and KIOS’s comments support this.  Even their understanding of human rights 
and their working context improved. Several CSOs also noted that external funding had 
increased their beneficiaries’ expectations to a level that was difficult for them to meet. 
Meanwhile, all CSOs estimated that the trainings, new skills, the project and related 
learning and the feedback from beneficiaries and YAK had boosted their confidence at 
work and at approaching potential partners and their spirit of volunteerism. CSO A, B, 
C and G specifically mentioned receiving more members and volunteers with the 
project. This had contributed to their team work and success in the project. 
 
Despite CSO A’s and CSO F’s difficulties to choose their project topic and design the 
project, CSO D and CSO F feeling a need to rush in the project to meet the initially 
planned timetable and CSO F’s and CSO G’s reporting difficulties, the subgranting 
component had exceeded YAK’s and KIOS’s expectations in the number of activities, 
beneficiaries and achievements. This related to the risks involved: Most CSOs having 
their first experience of direct project funding and independent project management. 
 
Some CSOs would have wanted more facilitation in networking among them, the 
increase of which was in fact one objective of the Programme. Their interaction was 
also noted low for reasons such as distance or different focus at work. The most 
important Programme related national networking for other CSOs than CSO G was 
their relationship with YAK. For CSO G this was not a surprise as it worked on rather 
different issues than YAK. The other CSOs' interaction with YAK intensified and the 
motivation to keep it on seemed strong. They were all included in YAK’s other 
programmes as beneficiary CSOs and continued the mentoring relationship with YAK. 
CSO B and YAK took it to the level of embarking on a joint project.  
 
Meanwhile, the CSOs' networking was quite active or very active with actors outside 
the Programme, particularly with those working with same issues in their sphere of 
operation. CSO C received funding from a global network after getting it to attend their 
pilot project activities and applying for funding with a reference letter from YAK. 
Another example of finding a new partner through the project was CSO F who met in 






Most CSOs praised their local networks for that these networks enabled their success 
in the project in the middle of external challenges. All CSOs could strengthen these 
networks in their project through common work and improving visibility and recognition. 
After their project more people had visited them and asked for advice, in CSO D’s case 
even beyond its working area. Several CSOs said that after the project local authorities 
listen to, consult and cooperate with them more than before. This was supported by 
discussions with the beneficiaries of CSO C and D in particular. CSO B, C, D and E 
told that they were increasingly asked to consult other small CSOs in writing or 
amending their constitution after the project. The Programme had also contributed to 
CSO D and G getting a representative into a local committee. Particularly CSO C and 
D and their beneficiaries gave examples of increased cooperation and common 
initiatives such as demonstrations among community actors for shared goals after the 
project. At a national level CSO B had succeeded to mobilise beneficiaries to volunteer 
to advocate for the implementation of relevant national laws as part of its pilot project.  
 
On the other hand, there had also been difficulties with similar actors in activities or 
fundraising. CSO A had stopped an income generating activity due to CSO competition 
and CSO B claimed cooperation with likeminded CSOs to be at times complicated due 
to a feeling of competition. CSO C had had difficulties with another CSO hampering its 
work for long. This could have decreased their networking but they continued it 
actively. 
 
All CSOs felt the Programme to have supported their priorities and work. The relevancy 
of activities was rather high especially due to the CSOs’ active participation in planning 
of capacity building and their well functioning interaction with YAK. Yet, many had had 
high expectations. The key thing they would have changed was resources – to have 
more of them. Many CSOs said that the Programme was too short to get them very far 
or deep in CSO development, although many of them achieved a lot. Several 
mentoring areas that they found particularly useful were those in which they would 
have also wanted more support, such as proposal writing and financial management. 
 
There were several factors, namely other networks, trainings and projects beyond the 
Programme that also contributed to the CSOs’ capacities during the examined period. 
Yet, they did not reduce the importance or success of the Programme in what it sought, 
the Evaluation argued. “Having others working for the same goal increases the odds of 
reaching that goal one day"106. 
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3 CSO EMPOWERMENT  
 
This chapter starts with the background and concepts related to CSO empowerment. I 
clarify the relations between empowerment, agency, organisational development and 
capacity building in the context of CSOs as key concepts for this thesis. After that I 
proceed to examining how empowerment ideally develops and generates at 
organisational and other relevant levels and what supports or hampers CSOs’ 
development and empowerment when they develop independently or with outside 
facilitation. I end the chapter with my definition of CSO empowerment and my idea of a 
model for facilitated CSO empowerment process. 
 
3.1 Relevant background and definitions 
 
Empowerment and agency 
The word empowerment has been widely used during the last 15 years  in various 
contexts107. It is considered very positive but lacks a single definition. Some 
researchers and practitioners are sceptic about the term and its applicability108. In the 
field of development the term is “probably the most widely used and abused”, argues 
Batliwala109. As a phenomenon empowerment has been embedded in historic struggles 
for issues like social justice around the world for ages. It received a strong political 
meaning after mid-20th century through liberation theology and feminist and other 
movements for more equitable and participatory development. While in the 1970s and 
1980s empowerment was along with participation, emancipation and transformation a 
concept of those criticising the mainstream and promoting alternative development110, 
by the 1990s it became essential in the development jargon and interventions for 
human development, particularly among those promoting gender equality which also 
became a mainstream development goal in the 1990s.111 In the same decade 
empowerment also entered the discourse of conservatives and business where it was 
to serve profit making and corporate management, distancing it from its original ideas 
of transformation112. In the 21st century the empowerment approach has been partly 
replaced by the rights based approach in the field of development113. Rights are 
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arguably more readily measured114 and thus satisfy the increasingly results oriented 
donors better115. 
 
To elaborate a bit further, the proponents of alternative development and those who in 
general see empowerment essentially as a socio-political strategy and process 
describe it as individual and collective efforts for their development, democratisation116 
and human rights117. It is often linked to structural inequalities118 and a need for shifts in 
power between and across individuals and groups119. This, in turn, requires critical 
reflection, awareness of available opportunities and change, Freire and Adams 
argue120, taking control of their lives121. Many definitions of empowerment emphasise 
related capabilities, freedom of choice and action and gaining power and control over 
decisions and resources determining one’s quality of life. The World Bank, for example, 
defines empowerment as "the expansion of assets and capabilities of poor people to 
participate in, negotiate with, influence, control, and hold accountable institutions that 
affect their lives."122 According to Kabeer, empowerment is "the process by which those 
who have been denied the ability to make strategic life choices acquire such an 
ability"123. Rather similarly, DFID sees it as "individuals acquiring the power to think and 
act freely, exercise choice, and to fulfil their potential as full and equal members of 
society"124. Empowerment has also been linked to building trust between actors125. 
 
Apart from empowerment studies on changing structural power imbalances through 
empowering the disadvantaged, many authors in the field of education, psychology and 
business in particular have focused more on internal empowerment and its effect on 
actors' ability to reach their best potential in action alone or with others126. With internal 
empowerment they often refer to cognitive, conative and affective processes and 
constructs such as personal motivation, efficacy beliefs and self-determination127. In the 
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case of collective entities internal empowerment is linked to shared feelings and 
processes with a social, interactive side between people. All in all, basically regardless 
of the type of empowerment research, empowerment has been seen with both an 
internal or psychological and behavioural dimension: feeling for example more capable, 
in control of situations128 and confident in some action129 and actually becoming the 
agent of a desired change130 of whatever level through whatever type of action. 
 
The wording "becoming the agents of change" brings up what I find a key concept for 
empowerment: agency. It is generally defined as the capacity of individuals to decide 
and act freely and independently131. It has been traditionally linked to individuals but 
also to collectives such as CSOs132. Sen133 puts agency together with resources as 
capabilities: people being able to live as they want and to achieve what they value. 
Also Giddens and Long link agency to capability. Giddens sees agency in people’s 
action as purposive agents with capacity to understand what they do while doing it and 
ability to make a difference to the state of affairs or the course of events134. Long135 
also embraces this view and phrases agency as capacity “to process their and others’ 
experiences and to act upon them”, implying both reflecting and internalising 
experiences and desires136 and “capability to command relevant skills, access to – – 
resources and engage in particular organising practices”.137  
 
Conceptual similarities are strong with Kabeer, who sees agency to include a sense of 
agency and being the agent of one's own development138. With a sense of agency she 
refers to internal power within individuals, within their meanings, motivations and 
purposes that affect their behaviour139, their action as agents of their own development. 
This means taking action to experiment and tailor resources to one's own purposes, 
negotiate, participate and achieve set goals based on critical reflection instead of 
adopting new things as they are.140 According to Bartlett141, agency allows people to be 
effective. Long stresses such effectiveness to require social relations because agency 
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is embodied in them142. Agency can thus be critical for actors like CSOs to become and 
remain internally and externally strong when striving to overcome collective challenges. 
Meanwhile, agency is not a synonym to empowerment. External factors or lack of 
resources may impede the exercise of agency, reaching the goal and empowerment143. 
 
Capacity and capacity building 
The argument that stronger capabilities can enable empowerment144 is interesting here 
since the studied intervention is a capacity building intervention. In fact, local 
organisational capacity – people's ability to work together, organise themselves and 
mobilise resources for joint problem solving – has been identified as a key element in 
most successful attempts to empower disadvantaged people145. Capacity has been 
initially connected to human resources and individual capabilities, and later also to 
capabilities of an organisation, system or society. It has no broadly accepted definition 
and is often used incoherently.146 Some common, rather instrumental definitions within 
the development sector include that of the UNDP and the European Commission. The 
UNDP sees capacity as “the ability of individuals, institutions and societies to perform 
functions, solve problems, and set and achieve objectives in a sustainable manner”. 
The European Commission defines it as “the ability to perform tasks and produce 
outputs, to define and solve problems, and make informed choices”.147 Morgan takes a 
wider perspective embraced in this study: “Capacity is that emergent combination of 
attributes that enables a human system to create developmental value.”148  
 
Järvinen links capacity to adequate skills for action149, access to needed information 
and resources for the task as well as ability to work efficiently with what is available and 
adapt to changes. He sees these dimensions to benefit of networking which presumes 
the ability to cooperate and a clear role in the whole150. The division of organisational 
capacity by Lipson and Hunt151 covers all these qualities if not more and is thus applied 
here: internal functioning (to be), performance (to do) and relationships (to relate). 
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Internal strength, coherence and perseverance enable one to fulfil one’s mission, act 
effectively and adapt and change as needed. Internal functioning includes having clear 
and robust identity, values, purpose and strategy, effective leadership, appropriate 
internal systems, competent staff and necessary physical and financial resources. 
Performance capacities relate to project management and technical skills and 
knowledge for activities. Relationships refer basically to Järvinen’s networking. They 
support and protect an actor in today’s realities with power struggles and competition. 
 
Capacity building as a term is rarely known outside development aid circles if well even 
within them. It has no clear internationally agreed definition152 and is seen as jargon 
hiding more than it reveals153. Many prefer not to use the term for its Anglophone origin 
and association with Western values154 or because it “implies a simple, mechanical 
process conducted by outside builders”. They prefer for example capacity development 
or strengthening.155 Yet, conceptual congruence has increased among official 
agencies156, academics157, international NGOs and capacity building practitioners158 on 
at least about the following: Capacity building is about context specific positive change. 
It is a complex, uncertain internal and endogenous human process based on values, 
emotions and beliefs. Outsiders can only facilitate it.159 
 
As capacity building has been the most commonly used term160, I will use it here too. 
The concept and action it implies may be useful despite its origins if tailored for the 
actors and the context. I will use the term capacity development for internal 
organisational development that can be catalysed but does not require it161. In short, 
capacity building is about such catalysing, a tool to support empowerment from 
outside162. The aspect of outside support also comes through Järvinen's definition of 
empowerment which I find inspiring in this study. For him empowerment is “the 
deliberate nurturing and facilitation of individual or collective efforts that aim at 
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increasing the feeling of influence and responsibility in managing and controlling lives 
in pursuit of enhancing personal and collective well-being”.163 
 
Organisation, organisational development and different collective empowerment 
In this study I am especially interested in CSOs’ organisational empowerment and its 
outside support. The term has not yet been much used in the development sector. In 
other fields it is defined similar to organisational development, learning and change, 
motivation or ability and efficacy beliefs. In fact, it can mean them all as an umbrella 
term. This risks the concept losing all meaning.164 While particularly in the private 
sector it can be far from the original ideas of socio-political empowerment, the case of 
CSOs is different. In general, they promote the collective good or beneficiaries’ 
interests165 while also benefiting of efficient functioning stressed in many organisational 
definitions of empowerment.166 CSOs’ empowerment requires its own definition. 
 
Constructing such a definition could start by looking at the definition of an organisation 
and organisational development. An organisation is defined for example as “a social 
device for efficiently accomplishing through group means some stated purpose”167 or 
as a group of people divided into parts that engage with achieving objectives, 
maintaining the internal system and adapting to external environment168. Apart from a 
common purpose or goal169, such a group or entity tends to have a structure and 
coordinated activities. These characteristics form the core around which differences 
emerge according to each organisation170. The increasingly popular view sees 
organisations as unique open systems or processes with multiple realities171. 
 
An organisation is generally seen to be more than the sum of its members172. Likewise, 
its purpose can be larger and/or different than the members’ purposes. A purpose 
implies a desire that gives an organisation a rationale for existence and action. 
Literature of organisational theory generally sees people to join or form an organisation 
for rational reasons. Yet, people are heterogeneous and may act irrationally. While 
people may become members of organisations such as prisons involuntarily173, in 
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CSOs a membership is voluntary. A key difference of CSOs and private organisations 
is CSOs’ stronger political connection174 and usually their wider social purpose and 
goals. CSOs play political roles but are not political organisations. They are in the third 
sector of civil society175 and generally independent of government influence and non-
profit.176 Their role and "doing good" has been both romanticised and strongly 
questioned177. 
 
The term organisational development used in this thesis should not be confused with 
the concept of organisation development. When summarising its definition by the 
INTRAC178, organisation development means strengthening of an organisation to 
become a learning organisation, to take a systems perspective of interrelated actors, to 
solve problems, adapt as needed and become more effective as defined by itself. Many 
link it to improving organisational health with a focus on organisational culture and 
human and social processes.179 According to James, capacity building can support 
organisation development if it considers the above issues and if the organisation finds 
the capacity building important. I see the above described organisational qualities 
largely included in the earlier described capacity area of internal functioning. Yet, 
capacity building can also extend to other capacity areas.180 In this study I use the term 
organisational development and the acronym OD for it in a more ordinary manner, 
referring to internal development in any capacity area and as a synonym to capacity 
development. With full OD I refer to development in all capacity dimensions. 
 
Other useful concepts for CSO empowerment are an empowered group and an 
empowered community although a CSO is actually located between them as a 
collective entity. For Herrenkohl and others181, an empowered group is “– – solving real 
problems, needing little outside direction, seeking new ideas, acting independently, 
being confident about their abilities, and having positive interaction among members of 
the workgroup” 182. In an empowered community individuals feel to belong to the 
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community183. An empowered community has power to make decisions, to make its 
voice heard, to negotiate on the non-negotiable and to challenge internal customs.184  
 
3.2 Empowerment as a goal and a process 
 
Empowerment can be a means or an end in itself, deliberately planned and facilitated 
or undeliberate185. Even when planned, it tends to be dynamic, unpredictable and 
never-ending. Furthermore, empowerment can occur even if the situation or process at 
hand is challenging or a set goal is not achieved.186 The key questions are 
“empowerment for what?” and “for whom?”187. According to Bartlett, empowerment 
involves transformation for a profound and sustainable change in people and their 
lives. With transformation he and many others basically mean a positive change or 
development process188. Bartlett divides the transformation into means, process and 
ends189. Alternative, similar division has been resources (pre-conditions), agency 
(process) and achievements (outcomes) by Kabeer190 and prerequisites, processes 
and outcomes by Järvinen191. In Bartlett’s vocabulary192 the means are enabling factors 
like resources, rights, capabilities and opportunities that, according to Kabeer, are 
acquired in social interaction in the given context193. They include existing power 
structures that give certain actors authority over others, implying that means are 
unevenly distributed and accessed among actors194. External triggering such as 
training can contribute to means by increasing them or making the actor realise them 
and their potential. Meanwhile, Bennet195 draws attention to the way means are 
acquired. A top-down empowerment approach, for example, can be useful together 
with a bottom-up approach, but ultimately empowerment requires people to take the 
control of their means and the process.196  
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The process is described as individual or collective analysis, decision making and 
action with the available means197, as developing a sense of agency and acting 
accordingly198. In a CSO a person or a group may decide and tell others what to do or 
better, all members may join the process, producing possibly both individual and 
collective empowerment199. Power structures and other contextual factors affect the 
CSO's action as an agent, either facilitating or hampering it in gaining what it wants200. 
Yet, it may be possible to challenge the status quo and its typical outcomes. This 
relates to critical consciousness and action promoted by Freire and others and 
discussed in the earlier chapter. 
 
From empowerment viewpoint the ends or outcomes are for example changed power 
relations201, something important achieved by the actor202. They can be divided into 
intertwined categories of psychological203 (such as self-esteem and motivation), human 
(such as skills), social (such as networks), natural (such as land), physical (such as 
buildings) and financial resources (such as income)204. I find the psychological sphere 
especially crucial as it is linked to the actor's sense of agency205. The categories can be 
crosscut by issues like gender, disability and sustainability. Even the means could be 
divided into similar categories with such crosscutting issues. So as not to confuse with 
the vocabulary, I will use the word means to cover all resources, attitudes and 
capabilities of an organisation. Capabilities relate to psychological, human and social 
resources206. Rights are included in resources as enabling factors and tools207. 
 
Bartlett sees empowerment to require all three elements of means, process and 
outcomes. For example, attempts to change without the means for it may only produce 
frustration. Ideally a boost of means creates potential for a successful process, a 
change in the process creates potential to change the ends and new ends further 
positive change in means.208  Kabeer, too, stresses the interdependent and mutually 
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supportive nature of the three elements209. The circle is strongly positive. Its opposite 
could be a vicious circle of development or disempowerment.210 
 
A lasting change requires a fundamental shift in the mindset, White argues211. This 
relates to the process described by Bartlett. It may involve a crisis if it means breaking 
a status quo or overcoming feelings of pride, fear or insecurity of what a change might 
bring along. Capacity development requires that the change in mindset translates into a 
willed response including acknowledging a need for change, accepting responsibility 
for it and commitment.212 It could be argued that solving deeper challenges could not 
only help a CSO develop but also be strongly empowering as a process or an outcome. 
Yet, empowerment is seen possible also without a deep level change213.  
 
From individual to organisational empowerment 
The empowerment process can occur on several interrelated spheres from individual to 
collective levels (Figure 1)214. One could add spheres beyond the society or divide 
spheres into several entities depending on the case. My primary interest is in the 







Figure 1. Spheres of empowerment215. 
 
Empowerment is argued to be vulnerable to outside challenges, which highlights the 
importance of sustainable intrinsic empowerment216. It is stressed for example by 
Siitonen, although he sees it to develop in networks and relationships217. Bandura and 
Järvinen also see collective dynamics influenced by individual empowerment while 
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individuals also affect the collective level218. This interaction can then enable some 
collective empowerment219 in a group, an organisation or some other entity.  
 
According to Heikkilä-Laakso and Heikkilä220, organisational empowerment aims at 
combining individual action towards organisational development and goals221. Many 
authors see that professional learning in general can produce empowerment of 
individuals and organisations and vice versa222. This makes learning a key concept for 
CSO empowerment. According to Argyris, learning is not only about inventing a 
solution to a problem but actually producing it.223 Many researchers see that individual 
learning or change can have several organisational benefits224 but highlight the 
hardness of accessing it and taking it to the organisational level225. Just as an 
organisation is not merely the sum of individuals, neither is organisational learning only 
the sum of individual learning, Kim, Argyris and Schön argue226. Individual learning and 
change may not only be required for organisational learning and change227 but in fact 
be fundamental with agility to change for the survival of an organisation228. 
 
Organisational change and empowerment is seen to start from the individual sphere in 
Figure 1. The spread of the effect can be described with the Ripple Model that 
represents an alternative approach to change compared to the traditional linear results 
chain229. According to the Model, a triggered change proceeds layer by layer like a 
ripple of a raindrop in water. In time the ripple or the effects of an intervention decrease 
and other influential factors make the change increasingly difficult to control and 
attribute to the intervention. The Model illustrates how an intervention is only one factor 
affecting the CSO's development in a dynamic context.230 From a CSO's perspective, 
the organisational level is still ideally in its own control, while outer layers are under its 
decreasing influence, like target CSOs and their beneficiaries are for a capacity builder.  
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Argyris stresses that turning individual learning into organisational learning requires 
individuals to think and act on the behalf of the organisation. Such action is seen in 
collective decision making and delegation of authority to individuals in the name of the 
organisation.231 Kim takes a similar view and highlights shared knowledge which 
individuals constantly develop and use and which can gradually become part of 
organisational memory and practices232. According to Sanchez, this requires 
knowledge being shared, accepted and used widely in the organisation233. To ensure 
that all this happens, many organisations engage in knowledge management which is 
closely linked to organisational learning and knowledge sharing. It comprises basically 
all actions to ensure that knowledge is created, developed and maintained 
systematically, thereby supporting effectiveness and adaptation to changes.234  
 
In this thesis I consider knowledge management as a tool for CSO development and 
possible empowerment. I use it to refer to all efforts for CSO learning and sharing of 
knowledge235. The knowledge-learning approach has received more attention among 
development actors especially after neoliberal thinking started to direct their attention to 
institutional performance, NGOs became mainstream development players with alleged 
effectiveness and development actors engaged more in evaluating development 
projects and organisational learning in 1980s and 1990s236. Its recognition is also 
growing due to organisations being increasingly considered interdependent and 
complex and their working environment more dynamic and unpredictable237.  
 
Organisational learning, knowledge management, members’ motivation and 
commitment and organisational wellbeing are said to positively correlate with each 
other. In fact, learning has been considered a requirement for organisational health. A 
healthy CSO is also more likely to have motivated members. Sharing knowledge, in 
turn, is said to occur more often where people are committed238. Heffron argues that 
when seeking to direct individual behaviour towards the achievement of organisational 
purposes and empowerment, one must consider particularly people's motivation that 
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influences commitment to change and act on the behalf of the CSO239. Motivation is 
generally agreed to be internally driven but it can be supported from outside if the 
satisfaction of individual needs and desires is made an integral part of their work 
situation and conditional on them behaving in a certain manner. Organisational 
motivators are generally divided into clear rules and expectations, extrinsic rewards 
such as economic benefits and recognition and intrinsic rewards connected to the 
meaningfulness of work.240 Many small Southern CSOs, as those in this study, rely 
heavily on volunteerism and their economic benefits can be small, coming in forms 
such as donations, membership fees or compensations for specific tasks. Yet, they 
may be important. It must also be noted that during data collection several Kenyans 
referred directly or indirectly to economic hopes in development cooperation business, 
the most direct comment being “People say 'if you want to get rich, establish a church, 
an NGO or a political party'”241. Such hopes may strongly encourage people to found a 
CSO or engage in CSO work in a context of poverty and unemployment.  
 
Before such hopes materialise, the importance of organisational or individual 
recognition and meaningfulness of work may stand out. Meaningfulness relates to the 
degree of challenge, responsibility, power and opportunity for self-expression, 
development and creativity as well as to internalising organisational values and 
believing in the CSO and its work. Motivation can also be boosted by the ability to 
affect the content and direction of the work and seeing its results242 or by the affiliation 
and interaction with the likeminded243. 
 
Ensuring knowledge management and organisational learning and commitment can be 
tricky due to the heterogeneity of people and their interests, power and access to 
knowledge, to name a few. Knowledge management may be a waste of efforts unless it 
comes with efforts to encourage an open culture of sharing and learning together.244 
This highlights the role of leadership in translating individual learning, change or 
empowerment to organisational ones245 and the importance of leader-member relations 
for internal commitment in a CSO246. Leaders tend to be a strong part of organisational 
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problems and solutions as well as creating an atmosphere for change. If they are 
against change, nothing may happen. This is seen possible especially in new and 
strongly founder-led organisations.247 Sometimes either the leader must change the 
leadership style or leave if the organisation is to survive.248 Many organisations lack 
leadership and a culture of learning and knowledge sharing249. This is arguably one 
answer to why capacity training usually benefits more individual than organisational 
capacities250. These factors make the facilitation of CSO empowerment a challenge.251 
 
3.3 Facilitating CSO empowerment 
 
Thus, supporting CSO empowerment benefits from understanding people’s perceptions 
at work, the related needs and challenges and the climate for learning and change. 
Several authors point out that the timing must be right; the susceptibility to change 
must exist for a change to be possible.252 This relates to the overall attitudes of both 
facilitators and subjects involved253 and the quality of the partnership.254 Partnerships of 
generally value driven CSOs have benefited of shared moral principles that tie actors 
together in a sustainable way255. Facilitating change and empowerment has worked  
best when tailored to the partners and the context and in a balanced partnership256. 
Having an appropriate timing also relates to the choice of CSOs and related needs 
assessment before assuming certain outcomes. CSOs’ development level has been 
noted to affect the results in that the less developed ones have been able to benefit of 
capacity building more effectively.257 I would take this as a statement with some truth in 
it but see that the effectiveness of each intervention depends on each case. 
 
As the empowerment tends to come through simultaneous processes258, various 
features of an empowered organisation described in earlier chapters could be targeted 
with sufficient resources. Successful results have come through promoting critical 
consciousness on wider structures affecting CSO’s work and access to channels of 
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influence259. Organisational learning and health have been encouraged by supporting 
interpersonal connections for creating and sharing knowledge260 and by addressing the 
quality of atmosphere and leadership. The agency also highlights  the importance of 
networking261, its exposure to new ways of action and recognition of others262. Pasteur 
and others263 argue that a sustainable change requires actors to engage beyond their 
comfort zone. Yet, facilitating such a change is suggested to be kept limited and local 
resources, initiatives and responsibility prioritised to ensure internal ownership264. 
Using local capacity builders instead of those external to, unfamiliar with or insensitive 
to the context has promoted success in empowerment efforts265. 
 
The factors inhibiting empowerment can be largely read through the discussion above. 
They tend to be as complexly interrelated as the supporting factors. Efforts may fail 
even with necessary resources and agency in challenging conditions. The sustainability 
of empowerment is an ideal as, according to Järvinen, “each round is a new challenge 
and the completion of the previous round does not guarantee successful completion of 
the next”.266 Challenges can affect motivation and perseverance267 and hamper the 
quality of work268. Several authors see empowerment work as potentially unsuccessful 
or disempowering if the characteristics of the partnership269, the CSO and the context 
are not carefully considered.270 To give a possibility to participate throughout the 
intervention does not necessarily guarantee ownership and sustainability if not 
introduced with a demand to commit according to the stated opinions271. Not everyone 
grasps on empowerment when possible, and empowerment may be unequal within the 
CSO272. Organisational learning can be impossible due to staff turnover or inability or 
unwillingness to share and maintain knowledge273. Well intentioned change can create 
an added burden if demands and opportunities are in an imbalance274 without adequate 
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time and support275. Funders are also argued to be often driven by resources, short-
term results, fear or self-interest instead of their partner’s interests276.  
 
These issues relate to some fundamental dilemmas when supporting empowerment 
from outside. They are all linked to the power imbalance in development work. 
Although for many development actors capacity building and empowerment are 
something inherently good and part of their working approach, these actors have been 
criticised for a bias for Western values, knowledge systems and ways of action over the 
local ones277. The following general question in interventions could be applied to 
capacity building and empowerment too: Are outside efforts needed for local 
development and empowerment or would the indigenous process suffice278 or be more 
appropriate for people's self-empowerment? It has been questioned how well 
development interventions support local empowerment as they may create 
dependence on outside help279, make CSOs accommodate donor interests instead of 
local ones and limit their autonomy. This can then affect their commitment and quality 
of change.280  
 
In addition, external empowerment efforts are argued to seldom mean more than 
populist use of participatory methods281. Capacity building, in turn, is criticised to be 
often too brief and superficial and avoid touching more complex and sensitive issues 
which may be the key source of obstacles for change. This tends to weaken CSOs’ 
transformation.282 Another source of empowerment inhibitors is ethics. Development 
partnerships presume a solid ethical base due to their general good intentions but in 
reality high ethics may be hard to maintain in a long run. Selfish motives, for example, 
can draw attention to personal benefits and reduce sustainability thinking and quality of 
work.283 Thus, interventionists have a lot to consider so as to ensure the empowerment 
of local actors. 
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3.4 My definition and model 
 
Defining CSO empowerment is not easy on the basis of the reviewed various 
definitions and discussions on empowerment, agency, organisational development and 
capacity building. Anyway, in this study I define organisational or CSO empowerment 
as deliberate or undeliberate strengthening of individual and collective psychological 
and/or behavioural changes and agency within the organisation for the benefit and 
overall wellbeing of the organisation. The idea of deliberate strengthening comes from 
Järvinen’s definition of empowerment. I have added the word undeliberate to better 
consider that empowerment can have unexpected features or be unintended. The word 
strengthening refers to both independent and facilitated development. I have included 
the word agency to stress its value for CSOs’ empowerment and effectiveness. In this 
study agency is about a CSO and its people doing critical reflection and becoming 
more able and committed to combine their and the CSO’s strengths with external 
factors and transform the CSO’s interests into effective actions that benefit its purpose, 
goals, beneficiaries and its and/or their wellbeing. In line with the literature, I find CSO 
empowerment to be able to develop during or as a result of a dynamic process towards 
a healthy, well-functioning organisation and organisational capacity284. Constant 
progress is not expected. I have not included the word capacity in the definition despite 
its centrality as I see it anyhow covered in the definition. It will cover the CSO’s means 
and, as a difference from means, also agency for the part of having it but excluding its 
emergence and action. I see the CSO’s agency and capacity as possibly more than or 
different from the sum of individual agencies and capacities due to internal and external 
dynamics that affect how well a CSO can access and benefit of them.  
 
In Figure 2 I summarise my view of a CSO's facilitated transformation process, merging 
related Bartlett’s, Järvinen's and Kabeer's ideas with mine. As the literature on the 
process is not very theoretical, neither is the model.  It illustrates simply a CSO's 
complex development process that is facilitated and empowering with internal and 
external enabling, supporting or hampering variables. The boxes of means, process 
and outcomes represent the CSO. I have integrated Järvinen’s intrinsic and contextual 
levels into the level of the CSO describing its transformation within and in relation to 
other actors285 while placing other actors and the whole external context around it. I see 
Järvinen’s prerequisites to fit under means here, processes under the process here 
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while outcomes286 equal ends in Bartlett’s vocabulary287. Equally, I place Kabeer's288 
resources or pre-conditions under means here, her agency or process together with the 
process and her achievements or outcomes together with outcomes in the model. All 
parts are interconnected. I place the discussed leadership capabilities, internal 
atmosphere, attitudes and systems for knowledge management in means but they can 
be addressed during the process and change with several outcomes. For instance, 
realising change resistance can produce action to improve related attitudes, resulting in 
better motivational systems, empowering team work and improved performance. 
Learning could go through the model through new or boosted resources that trigger a 
thinking and action process and produce certain outcomes that show results of learning 
and teaching new things. The aspect of power could also be seen at every stage in the 
model as original power relations and a feeling of power within the CSO, between the 
CSO and other actors or among them that can change in the transformation process. 
 
The intervention arrow describes outside facilitation in the transformation, its ideal 
focus on means and space left for CSO’s agency. The CSO may ask for help but 
maintains control of the process. The arrow could be directed both towards the CSO 
and the facilitator to indicate their dynamic interaction that affects the empowerment. I 
see the layers up to organisational layer in Figure 1 as internal spheres of the CSO, 
while the further spheres represent its context.  Even regional or international spheres 
could be considered if the CSO grows that far with networks or influence. If there is no 
particular intervention facilitating empowerment, the intervention arrow could be 






Means Process / Agency Outcomes 
 
Attitudes 
Resources related to all capacity 
dimensions (internal functioning, 
performance and networks) 
 
Critical individual and collective 
self-reflection, analysis, decision 
making and action 
Transformative changes 





Figure 2. Transformation model for facilitated CSO empowerment289. 
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4 EVALUATING CSO EMPOWERMENT 
 
This chapter examines how CSO development, empowerment and capacity building 
can be and have been evaluated and what realistic evaluation offers for it compared to 
the mainstream. My approach is inspired by realistic evaluation and its concept of 
mechanism due to its intriguing philosophical view on how the world is organised and 
its profound, context sensitive study of change. I close the chapter with my definition of 
a mechanism and figure on CSO empowerment based on realistic evaluation thinking. 
 
Usually evaluations of empowerment study empowerment as serving further objectives, 
focusing both on results and impacts of empowerment efforts.290 My main interest, in 
turn, is in the empowerment process. The way of conducting evaluations relates to the 
underlying philosophy of science. At this point I want to clarify some differences of 
evaluation practice and research as I intend to combine them by using a somewhat 
managerialistic evaluation for this study of the mechanisms of CSO development and 
empowerment with the approach of realistic evaluation. Evaluation practice and 
research examine the same phenomenon and methods with a similar interest to find 
the best way to produce appropriate knowledge but they are rather separate 
discussions. While evaluations tend to stay at a more practical level, evaluation 
research often goes up to debating underlying philosophies of science and their 
implications for evaluation. One key issue is how they see social change, a common 
issue in interventions, to happen.291 Although evaluations and interventions may not 
discuss it, they subscribe to some philosophy of science influencing their assumptions 
and action in issues like social change, including organisational empowerment. I will 
present mainstream and alternative views and practices, including those of realistic 
evaluation, on this, particularly when evaluating CSO development and empowerment. 
 
4.1 Waves in evaluating organisational development and empowerment 
 
Huyse and others292 identify three waves in the evaluation of capacity development. 
They have existed in parallel and been selectively adopted by development actors 
depending on their purpose and activities. The waves also reflect trends in the 
evaluation293 of capacity building and organisational empowerment: Capacity or 
organisational development can produce organisational empowerment and its 
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facilitation, capacity building, can be a tool to support such empowerment from outside. 
The first wave in capacity development evaluation was the human resources 
development wave in the 1970s and 1980s294. Capacity building was not yet central in 
the discussions or practices of aid agencies. The first steps in its evaluation were 
mainly affected by the evaluation methods of the formal education and training sector. 
A linear cause-and-effect relation was assumed between trainings and improvement of 
organisational performance. This logicism is connected to positivism295. Evaluations 
were keen on tracking the chain of impacts.296 The limitations of the approach and the 
hindering factors of complex reality inconsistent with logicism were gradually 
acknowledged297. Progress could not be assessed with mere documentation of easily 
measurable indicators and quantifiable outputs. It required a thorough inquiry into the 
process towards objectives298. Despite criticism, many studies, OECD/DAC299, the 
majority of donors and several CSOs funded by them still describe and evaluate 
change linearly with the related mainstream logical framework approach (LFA) or 
results based management approach.300  
 
The organisational and institutional development wave started in the 1990s and is 
current even today. It was affected by experiences in adult education and 
organisational development301. This trend inspired parts of the aid sector to use 
organisational capacity assessment (OCA) tools in planning, monitoring and evaluation 
of capacity development. The OCA trend has gone from harder dimensions of 
capacity302 and support for donor accountability towards evaluation of softer, deeper 
dimensions of change and learning oriented participatory partner driven evaluations.303 
 
                                               
294
 Horton et al. 2003. See also Heffron 1989, 7.  
295
 Logicism refers to treating logical relationships as crucial in explaining causal relations. See Fleetwood 
& Ackroyd 2004, 19, footnote 10. 
296
 Horton et al. 2003. Impact studies concentrated on tracking intended changes with conclusions on 
success or failure. Today this is seen to give a partial view of impact. See e.g. Ghimire Sharma 2011, 103.  
297
 Horton et al. 2003; Simister et al 2010. See also Cracknell 2000, 113–7; Long 2001; Olivier de Sardan 
2005. 
298
 Horton et al. 2003; Lipson et al. 2008. 
299
 This can be seen in OECD/DAC quality criteria for development evaluation. See OECD/DAC 2010, 10. 
300
 Cf. e.g. Pawson & Tilley 1997, 216–7; Davies 2004; Stame 2010, 374; Koponen & Mustalahti 2011, 10; 
Huyse et al. 2012, 130–2; Kontinen & Onali 2012, 4. Logical framework approach with its hierarchy of 
activities-results-outcomes-impact and following indicators at each objective level has dominated the views 
of various donors, with a strong influence on CSOs’ work, since the 1980s. See Cracknell 2000, 101; 
Bakewell & Garbutt 2005, 6; Watson 2005, vi. Results-based management approach is said to be the 
latest addition within this thinking. Watson 2006, viii, 1, App. 1. 
301
 Horton et al. 2003. Also the related organisational learning was increasingly studied in the 90s. See 
Davies 1998, 60. 
302
 E.g. infrastructure, staffing, organisational procedures and project management skills. Huyse et al. 
2012, 131. 
303
 See e.g. Horton et al. 2003; Baser & Morgan 2008; James 2009. For participatory or empowerment 
evaluation, where people conduct the evaluation together and thus get empowered, see Fetterman et al. 





The third wave of complexity started in 2005 after disappointments in capacity 
development results304. Conventional evaluation approaches were criticised for their 
closed-system view of capacity development without necessary attention to internal 
and external factors305. This resulted in more open definitions of capacity development 
and gradual consensus on harder and softer parts of capacity and their 
development306. The development process was thought non-linear, unpredictable and 
continuous as well as endogenous and beyond outside control307. Today increasingly 
many interventions and studies embrace this viewpoint but many still use the LFA308. 
This was seen also in the Programme and its Evaluation. They showed interest in the 
capacity development process in its complexity but did not question the LFA directly, 
although at least I as the evaluator agreed on its general criticism. The LFA could be 
argued to be unfit particularly for this thesis as it is seen problematic for examining 
complex phenomena like empowerment and deeper mechanisms of action309. 
 
When discussing general evaluation challenges in capacity development, a recent 
OECD/DAC report310 stated that evaluations of capacity development remain narrow in 
deliverables. It is hard to tailor the right approach or combination of approaches for 
specific situations. Many evaluations are still more accountability than improvement 
oriented, weak in design or methods and in separating ongoing capacity development 
processes and outside support.311 The complexity, open-endedness, subjectivity and 
value-basis of capacity development and empowerment and lack of agreement on how 
to identify and measure them are seen to make them rather unreceptive to 
measurement and have decreased their evaluation312. Evidence particularly of impacts 
and change in capacity over time has been limited313. Meanwhile, Northern CSOs feel 
pressure to deliver positive results before donor requirements and public scepticism 
around development cooperation, capacity building and CSO work314. They want to 
prove that their role and work is important and necessary. All this together with CSOs' 
increasing learning orientation, as discussed in Chapter 2.2, means that many 
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development actors should be and are looking for ways to better deliver convincing 
evidence of development interventions in the South315. 
 
4.2 Realistic evaluation as an alternative approach 
 
Realistic evaluation, introduced by Pawson and Tilley in 1997, offers one alternative in 
the current debate on effective methodological approaches for evaluating development 
work316. It represents the wave of complexity in evaluations. Together with some other 
theory-oriented evaluation approaches317 it criticises mainstream science to neglect the 
practical value and skills of interpretation and judgement and to use methods unfit for 
subjective social phenomena.318 It holds a critical stance towards the LFA and logicism 
in general as they do not consider the essential question of how an intervention 
works319. It also finds the increasingly debated experimentalist approach320 insufficient 
to answer questions of efficacy and effectiveness due to treating programs as unified 
entities producing recipients, and contextual factors as variables to be controlled. This 
produces generalisation of outcomes across different groups and contexts without 
success. Yet, programs are not monoliths, people not passive recipients and contexts 
are too multidimensional and diverse for generalisation.321  
 
According to Befani and others322, realistic evaluation can provide well-grounded 
context sensitive evidence on policy instruments. The approach has been widely 
discussed lately along with other realist and theory-based evaluation approaches323 
particularly in social studies324. It has been increasingly applied in studies on 
organisations325 but little in development cooperation. According to Holma and 
Kontinen, it offers innovative counter arguments to rationalisation trends in 
development cooperation and a way to accommodate tensions between rational tools 
and the value-based logic of development CSOs. It fits together with their learning 
aspirations, benefiting both general methodological discussion and practical 
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evaluation.326  Understanding the intended outcomes, stressed by the mainstream, is 
also argued to require studying how interventions trigger change that is central in 
realistic evaluation327. 
 
Theory-driven approaches stress the impact of the context on an intervention. They 
examine implementation theories on links between activities and expected outcomes 
and programme or middle-range theories on hypothetical causal links between 
mechanisms in an intervention and their presumed outcomes.328 The latter is seen to 
require the former. While evaluation practitioners have mainly engaged in the former 
and why a project should work329, realistic evaluation focuses on the latter330, on what 
works for whom under particular conditions and how and why a change is produced.331 
It prioritises questions of ontology instead of epistemology and formulation of 
propositions on how the world actually is instead of how it may be understood or 
interpreted, which makes it particularly effective, Fleetwood and Ackroyd argue332. 
Thus, its realist methodology gives theory a central role. It is also realistic in a more 
everyday sense by promoting modesty. There is no universal intervention or evaluation 
logic but specific interventions and evaluations with specific needs. Although changing 
realities hinder generalisation, evaluations can be cumulative by refining middle-range 
theories that abstract enough essential conditions and make sense from case to case 
while being concrete enough to withstand testing with various programs333. 
 
Realistic evaluation is based on the philosophy of science of critical realism. According 
to Fleetwood, critical realists call something real if it has an effect or makes a 
difference334. Ability to make a difference is connected to capacity and agency335, 
making them key concepts for realistic evaluation. Bhaskar, the primary founder of 
critical realism336, links agency to causality, seeing the concept meaningless without 
causality337. Discussion on agency also touches the composition of the social world, the 
context of action. The interplay between agency and social structures and which of 
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them dominates has been a key issue in social sciences for decades.338 
Methodological holism stresses the primacy of social structure in shaping individual 
views and capacities for action339 while methodological individualism sees social 
structure as the result and consequence of actions and activities of interacting 
individuals340. Both views have a strong stand. A third, popular opinion by Bourdieu and 
Giddens goes between: Structure and agency both shape each other.341 Critical 
realism can be seen close to the third view by stressing the interplay, interdependence 
and causal efficacy of both sides342. Sayer343 sees certain action possible only within 
certain social structures while the existence of structures depends on continued, 
contingent action. Archer separates Giddens and critical realism in that for the latter 
structure and agency are not mutually constitutive but operate on different timescales. 
She sees this separation necessary for their independent analysis. Prior found 
structures affect agents whose actions influence the structures that then affect future 
agents. She calls this structural conditioning.344 
 
All in all, realistic evaluation and critical realism offer an alternative to various 
philosophical and methodological positions345. They stand between the epistemological 
poles of positivism and idealist and relativist reactions to it as they consider a positivist 
idea of objective insight possible but see it limited due to the contingency of social 
action346. Contingency thinking comes from social constructivism that stresses social 
reality being produced in complex social processes.347 Yet, realistic evaluation does not 
share the idea among some constructivists that the reality would only be  the sum of 
people’s reasoning and desires348 but rather stresses objectivity and that some parts of 
the world exist independent of our knowledge of it349. Apart from a critical standpoint of 
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critical realism to many dominant positions in social science, critical also refers to being 
critical of the studied practices and to the emancipatory potential of science350. 
 
Realistic evaluation takes a goal-free approach which sees interventions to work 
according to bounded rationality, focusing on how processes lead to various outcomes 
through activated mechanisms as opposed to the goal-oriented olympic rationality with 
clear goals and impacts linked to them.351 It highlights a generative theory of causation, 
a fundamental element in critical realism352. Social change is generated, not caused by 
an intervention in its context353. Instead of linear cause-effect chains it focuses on how 
the association of events occurs and produces certain outcomes354. Social processes 
are affected by many causal powers, making it an illusion to attribute one cause to one 
effect355. Yet, this does not reduce the usefulness of examining them in the context356. 
 
According to Bhaskar, causal structures and mechanisms of nature exist and act 
independently of our conditions, events and experiences. Mechanisms generate the 
actual phenomena of the world including our perception of them357. They are real and 
present even when inactive and may or may not become visible when actualised.358 
For Bhaskar their discovery is the purpose of science359. This further inspired me to 
study mechanisms. Yet, it can be questioned if the mechanisms of the social world are 
as independent as those of nature. In social reality its parts and thus also its 
mechanisms tend to be influenced by multiple factors.360 This is in line with Archer’s 
structural conditioning. The mechanisms of the social world can be considered real in 
that they are more permanent, more independent of our knowledge, experiences and 
the context and more rational than events and experiences. As a slight difference from 
Archer I see their change to be potentially felt, not only by future agents but also by 
agents today. 
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Pawson and Tilley361 define mechanism as “choices and capacities which lead to 
regular patterns of social behaviour”362. Social changes are born in an open spiral of 
ideas, opportunities, resources and agency (positive and negative mechanisms) at one 
end and social and cultural conditions (the context) at the other. Success depends on 
the ability to predict and control the spiral. The contingency and conditionality of 
mechanisms means that a mechanism can produce varying outcomes and many 
mechanisms can produce the same outcome depending on the context.363 Social 
inquiry has the task to explain “interesting, puzzling, socially significant regularities” (R1, 
R2) in the form of mechanisms (M1, M2) that generate them in an interplay between 
agency and structure (Figure 3). The interplay and its context specific outcomes are 
described in CMO configurations where Context + Mechanism = Outcome. Problematic 
outcomes give a rationale for introducing a change mechanism (M2) to improve the 
situation. Ideally such a mechanism is triggered, breaking into an existing chain of 
resources and reasoning that initially led to the ‘problem’, replacing the original 
mechanism (M1) and producing a desired shift in the pattern of behaviour (R2). The 








Figure 3. Basic ingredients of realist social explanation and successful social 
change366. 
 
The context includes a social structure, a dense web of relations between socially 
positioned practices. It is seen to exist in virtue of agents entering into relations. 
Relations endow agents with certain causal powers that can be triggered and thus 
exercised with certain effects. The interest is in those causal powers that relate to the 
studied mechanism and change367. Change is viewed internally.368 Key interest is not 
on activities but mental responses leading to behaviour change369. Yet, one may desire 
change but lack resources for it or there may be other impeding factors such as 
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contextual limitations370. In realistic evaluation this context is carefully studied before 
identifying mechanisms in interventions. It not only influences but "produces the 
outcomes by enabling or hindering the activation of mechanisms"371. Pawson and Tilley 
see the context as geographical or “spatial and institutional locations of social 
situations together with the norms, values and interrelationship found in them”372. 
Kontinen and Onali373 divide the context in development cooperation into 1) institutional 
context of international development aid, 2) organisational context of the organisation 
and 3) context of the intervention itself affecting the improvement efforts. The 
organisational context can be seen to include national, local and any relevant spheres 
as in Figure 1. The context relates to the above discussed debate on structures and 
their status as pre-existing versus socially constructed374. I seek to consider both – to 
see the context with pre-existing structures that can also change during an intervention. 
 
4.3 Mechanisms in CSO empowerment 
 
This thesis focuses on mechanisms in a capacity building intervention. The focus fits 
well with my own interest in in-depth analysis of social change and the underlying and 
effective forces directing actors' behaviour and success in reaching their goals. In the 
context of capacity building of CSOs mechanisms could consist of the CSO's choices 
and capacities that lead to regular patterns of changes or regularly impede such 
changes in the CSO's behaviour and development. 
 
My attention is particularly on mechanisms and change mechanisms that facilitate 
organisational development (OD) and empowerment and help overcome problematic or 
inhibiting mechanisms. The word problem does not assume that the mechanism is 
problematic for all players or in all situations but that it is problematic from the 
perspective of organisational development or an actor looking for certain outcomes in 
OD. For example, the CSO may not see its situation or outcomes as problematic as the 
interventionist who may be disappointed if the CSO does not react or produce 
outcomes as it expected. Moreover, I do not see interventions to necessarily need a 
rationale from a problem. In the studied intervention there was no particular problem to 
respond to, if lack of organisational capacity is not seen as one. The purpose was 
rather to support CSOs to develop into stronger civil society actors. In the language of 
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mechanisms the idea could be phased as supporting OD beneficial and overcoming 
OD hindering mechanisms of the CSOs. 
 
In line with what I discussed earlier, I link organisational choices and capacities to 
individual ones within a CSO and how individuals let them influence the CSO. I see 
organisational choices and capacities as different or more than a sum of individual 
reasoning and capacities due to synergies and conflicts in common action. CSOs or 
individuals may not always be able to or want to overcome mechanisms hindering OD 
for reasons such as insufficient capacity, fear or will to sustain some habits or personal 
benefits deriving from status quo. Individual behaviour can represent the CSO’s 
general interest or not if for example personal interests overrule organisational ones. I 
intend to consider all this as far as the data and the focus permit.  
 
Figure 4 illustrates my critical realist model for facilitated CSO empowerment where I 
combine the transformation model for facilitated CSO empowerment (Figure 2) with the 
realist explanation of social change (Figure 3) as my methodological contribution to 
evaluating CSO development and empowerment from a critical realist perspective. It 
takes a less linear form than Figure 2, leaning more on the generative approach of 
realistic evaluation. It illustrates how a change mechanism is stimulated, released or 
enabled in a CSO with an external intervention, “a planned disruption of natural course 
of things”375, and how this mechanism produces certain outcomes in a CSO under 
certain contextual conditions. The capacities and choices in a mechanism are covered 
by the words means and agency or process as defined in Chapter 3. In line with Figure 
2, the intervention efforts are ideally directed at means. They can also promote critical 
thinking but the process with critical self-reflection, decisions and action as an agent is 
internal and internally driven. The intervention can support this agency with for example 
resources enabling the agency to function better. Also here the intervention arrow 
could be directed to both the target CSO and the capacity builder to illustrate their 
interaction and its influence on the transformation process.  
 
Some of the CSO's new capacities and action then set a new mechanism in motion 
that generates a regularity change in the CSO’s behaviour and development. Mo 
represents the original mechanism which the change mechanism Mc ideally replaces. 
Ro is the original regularity and Ra the alternative regularity replacing Ro after Mc starts 
to affect. The context may support or impede these changes. The original mechanism 
could relate to, for instance, the CSO's atmosphere that produces a pattern of action 
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impeding the CSO's development. An intervention could then offer knowledge that in 
favourable interaction with the context produces critical reflection, desire to improve the 
atmosphere and a new regular action pattern that is more sensitive to people's 
wellbeing in the CSO. This would then mean empowering organisational development 
in capacity dimensions such as performance (outcome). The regularity change is the 
key outcome. In addition to the mechanism change, the interest is in OD supportive 
mechanisms which do not originally exist or function fully for reasons related to the 
means, process or context and which are triggered, enabled or strengthened. All parts 
of the figure are connected, constantly affecting each other. Empowerment can 





















+   Context 
 
=   Outcome 
 
Figure 4. Critical realist transformation model for facilitated CSO development and 
empowerment. 
 
The figure should help in analysing developments of each CSO in the intervention. 
Taking it across contexts is not easy, but its usefulness as a generic analytic and 
operational tool may outweigh its criticism376. I will seek particular details to give as 
realistic a picture of each case as possible. The figure could also be useful for studying 
other interventions or changes in individuals or other entities. 
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5 METHODS OF DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 
 
This thesis applies realistic evaluation and its concept of mechanism to a CSO capacity 
building Programme, its Evaluation and data. I planned to use the same data for the 
thesis even before the Evaluation but I only had initial ideas on research questions. 
They related to capacity building as a tool to strengthen CSOs and CSOs’ actual 
development in the Programme. Therefore the Evaluation with its phases as 
summarised in Table 2 in Chapter 5.1 was done with methods that were mainly 
qualitative and intensively applied to specific CSOs. The work was inspired by 
ethnography and a participatory approach – two common methodological approaches 
in qualitative research. After starting the thesis I then familiarised with realistic 
evaluation, got inspired by its philosophical basis and thorough way of examining social 
change and mechanisms and thus decided to integrate it to the thesis. It guided my 
data analysis which was also qualitative, involving mainly analytical induction and 
narrative analysis oriented towards the content and categories of narratives on CSO’s 
mechanisms and empowerment as detailed in Chapter 5.2. 
 
The common purpose of ethnography differs from realistic evaluation: to understand 
and describe people and their experiences, action and collective cultural systems in 
their context377. It is mainly used in anthropology and social sciences by researchers 
with diverse philosophical standpoints378. It is holistic, stressing processes, meanings 
and relationships379. It often includes long-term fieldwork with several qualitative 
methods and analytical viewpoints380. I gathered the data with a similar mindset but 
within a rather short time without going as deep to individual realities as typical in 
ethnography. Therefore I would characterise my approach as qualitative research 
including some limited participatory observation. 
 
Moreover, I used some participatory methods common in development studies. A 
participatory approach can mean various things and may not have similar depth and 
rigour as ethnography. Olivier de Sardan has criticised participatory methods of 
Participatory Learning and Action (PLA)381 for idealising actors' agency and capacity382. 
PLA became mainstreamed among development actors in the 1990s with both good 
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and bad results383. It is argued to be an alternative to questionnaire surveys and to 
support policy relevance but it does not represent a panacea for everything384. Many 
take a participatory approach without saying what they mean or do with it385. In general, 
being participatory means involving people to share and analyse their knowledge and 
to plan and act while the researcher facilitates and learns from people386. In the 
Evaluation the participatory approach extended to facilitating informants’ participation 
with participatory methods and carefully verifying and considering their thoughts in 
order to avoid inaccuracy and misinterpretations. My role as a researcher was thus 
more of an active than a passive outsider387. I see stakeholders’ participation and 
reflection on their experiences in the intervention crucial if not a moral point, if 
sustainable empowerment is sought. Meanwhile, I sought methodological neutralism by 
avoiding side-taking and collecting data and basing the analysis on triangulation and 
critical self-reflection388.  
 
Realistic evaluation welcomes various methods, including ethnographic and 
participatory methods supporting research needs and interpretive understanding389, but 
ultimately they should serve the construction of CMO schemes390. It focuses not on the 
sphere of actual or empirical but real where mechanisms exist391. Yet, the two former 
spheres help to study the third. The data collection provided enough data to analyse 
some mechanisms and empowerment of the studied CSOs and relevant factors 
affecting them. Meanwhile, it probably left some factors untouched due to its approach 
and limited resources. For example, it would have been quite another thing to be 
oriented towards studying mechanisms and empowerment as early as during data 
collection. This could have not only produced more data on them but possibly even 
enabled to develop full CMO schemes. 
 
The following subchapters elaborate on my research methods further.  In comparison, 
how has realistic evaluation been applied in existing studies? As explained earlier, its 
application remains scarce in studies on development cooperation and CSOs. The few 
include Holma and Kontinen, and Kontinen and Onali392 who have discussed it through 
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a case of an organisational development project of development CSOs with facilitated 
structured self-reflective analysis in participatory workshops, related documents and 
observations. They examined the project afterwards with the approach, focusing 
particularly on mechanisms, their context and organisational learning393. This applies 
largely to this thesis too. In organisational394 and social studies395, realistic evaluation is 
used increasingly but again rarely throughout the evaluation process396. The methods 
of these studies have been rather mixed, the qualitative ones being partly the same as 
in this thesis. To name a few, Pawson and Tilley applied the approach when evaluating 
programs on crime prevention and prisoner education with methods of experiments, 
social surveys, observation, interviews and study of official records397. Leone used the 
approach when evaluating a drug deterrence programme with methods of document 
analysis, semi-structured interviews with sampled respondents and focus groups and 
analysis with several statistical methods398. Byng and others applied the approach in 
mental healthcare programs with a multiple case study method based on retrospective 
interviews with purposively sampled respondents and analysis with software and 
analytical induction399. Nanninga and Glebbeek studied a teacher-learner cycle in 
realistic evaluation through a case of a playground project with desk research, 
observation, focused and semi-structured interviews with stakeholders and developing 
CMO configurations with them400.  
 
Some of these studies resulted in emerging programme theories to be tested but not in 
CMO schemes401 while others suggested effective and refined CMO schemes402. They 
identified mechanisms in various forms403. In realistic evaluation one should raise to the 
more abstract level of the real, but in these studies the level of abstractness could be 
described as not very high and the description of mechanisms as not always clear or 
concise. Either the task is very hard or it is actually thought acceptable to be less 
abstract and concise and more descriptive. Anyway, they sometimes left the reader 
wondering what the identified mechanism actually was. I faced the same challenge of 
being concise, clear and abstract enough in this study. 
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5.1 Data collection 
 
I collected the data between February and June 2010 as in Table 2. The Evaluation 
framework with key evaluation questions and methodological aspects came largely 
from KIOS with considerable effect on the data. I was free to ask further questions and 
use methods that met my initial research interests as long as the methods were 
qualitative and participatory. I chose informants with purposive sampling404. This 
directed the focus on KIOS, YAK and the CSOs, and on the intervention process, 
CSOs’ capacity development and impacts. All key CSO people – board members and 
people most involved in the Programme – were invited to the discussions and almost 
all key people participated. Data was also gathered on impacts of pilot projects and 
auxiliary services by YAK that are largely excluded from the thesis. The data on pilot 
projects and their beneficiaries were to verify and complement data on CSOs’ 
development and challenges. As a great benefit for this thesis I managed to agree with 
KIOS to double the planned time of data collection from two to four weeks405. 
 
Table 2. Key Evaluation activities and related data collection. 







 exploratory discussions with KIOS and 
YAK on the evaluation  
 literature review on capacity building, its 
evaluation and related methods 
 analysis of PP related documents 
 context analysis: Kenya, human rights 
defenders and civil society 
 desk study 
 discussions at KIOS office 
 discussions via email with YAK 
Phase 2: April 
Interviews and 
method testing in 
Finland; 
preparation for 
work in Kenya 
 Interviews with KIOS in Finland  
 testing of some participatory tools 
 planning  the field trip and the data 
collection in Kenya 
 Interview of key informants and 
an individual interview of one 
key informant at KIOS 





 1st round of field visits and interviews 
with YAK, pilot groups, their beneficiaries 
and some key stakeholders 
 Workshop with YAK, KIOS and pilot 
groups to discuss early results 
 de-briefing with KIOS and YAK after the 
1
st




 round of interviews with pilot groups, 
with focus on verification, 
complementation and deepening of 
earlier data 
 YAK: Focus group interview 
and a key informant interview 
 Focus group and key informant 
interviews with pilot groups 
 Participatory exercises 
 Group interviews with 
beneficiaries of pilot projects 
 2 stakeholder interviews  
 Evaluation workshop with 
group and thematic discussions 
 Informal discussions 
 document study 
 reflexivity & triangulation 
 (continuous analysis) 




 analysis of data by organisation 
 cross-case analysis 
 draft report put to comments for each  
organisation 
 writing and presenting the final report 
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The ethnographic data collection methods included observation, participatory 
observation, group, focus group and key informant interviews, informal discussions and 
reflexivity.406 Working in a team with YAK and KIOS representatives during half of the 
fieldtrip and the Evaluation workshop enabled plenty of observation of the dynamics of 
cooperation between YAK, KIOS and the CSOs. The interviews had features of semi-
structured and open-ended interview style407. The style could also be partly called 
thematic or interview guide approach408. I had planned and thematically organised the 
questions based on prior readings but their order varied, some new ones were added 
and some others needed no asking depending on the situation. Particularly the 
participatory exercises, the feedback from YAK and KIOS on sessions where they were 
involved and the workshop involved thematic and informal discussion. The key 
informant interviews focused on CSOs’ representatives with further insights or other 
relevant information on the intervention or the CSO at hand.409 The detailed schedule 
of data collection and details on the held discussions are provided in Annex 2. 
 
The above presented methods are also mostly participatory. As an example of a 
participatory exercise, each CSO defined the components of their organisational 
capacity and assessed their development and what had generated it during the 
intervention through an exercise of ladders of organisational development. They also 
drew an organisational timeline with key factors influencing their development and a 
Venn diagram of networks with related developments and influences during the 
intervention. Together with other methods these exercises gave a lot of information to 
support the researcher’s understanding of the CSOs’ development process during the 
intervention. Participatory exercises are further detailed in Annex 3.  
 
Apart from these exercises and thematic and informal discussions, the following 
participatory methods were also used: a workshop with group work and shared 
presentations, triangulation and continuous analysis410. The methods were often used 
simultaneously. All but informal discussions were recorded in writing and with a 
recorder. Secondary data was collected, meaning mainly relevant Programme and 
CSO documents as well as analyses on the working environment of human rights 
CSOs in Kenya. 
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In Kenya the discussions with CSOs during the first two weeks were divided into parts 
where KIOS and YAK representatives were present and where they were excluded to 
discuss some more delicate issues more confidentially. These sessions were followed 
by a one-day Evaluation workshop with representatives from the CSOs, YAK and KIOS 
to share information, discuss and verify the Evaluation results so far and receive 
improvement ideas for the Programme. YAK and KIOS assisted me with observation 
and note taking with a form that I developed for sessions with CSOs. The workshop 
feedback indicated that the workshop benefited from earlier meetings with the CSOs 
and YAK and KIOS being familiar with most participants before. I conducted second 
visits to all seven examined CSOs to verify data and gain additional, deeper knowledge 
of their work and factors affecting them during the evaluated period. The visits also 
included meetings with pilot project beneficiaries. Individual answers were to remain 
anonymous unless otherwise agreed. The number of formal interviews totalled 32. 
 
The data collection process411 was generally smooth. The cooperation with KIOS and 
YAK went well. This benefited of my previous experience at KIOS, good relations with 
its Programme staff and KIOS’s good cooperation history with YAK. Meanwhile, my 
earlier role as an intern in KIOS implied that I had to actively reflect on my role as 
separate from KIOS and its viewpoint. A research diary facilitated this throughout the 
Evaluation. I also took time to explain my role and research intentions and to seek the 
consent of all informants for recording the sessions and using the data in the thesis. 
 
The overall communication with the CSOs went well although email exchange was 
challenging with some CSOs. All planned interviews were done, people were generally 
active and willing to share views. However, some meetings were delayed due to a road 
being cut, misunderstandings about the schedule or difficulties to arrange informants to 
come as planned. This often hampered discussion on the planned topics. Luckily they 
were exceptions. Almost all relevant documents were available except those lost in 
YAK’s computer break down. 
 
Several discussions faced the challenge that various interviewees had not been 
involved in all Programme activities and that these activities had been done months or 
even a year ago. Combined with the fact that the pilot projects only lasted 1–3 months, 
particularly their beneficiaries had difficulties in remembering details. Many CSOs and 
their beneficiaries had also benefited of other similar activities during the Programme. 
This was anticipated. Time was given for discussing the Programme and other key 
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factors that had influenced them. Questions were designed and further improved during 
first discussions to be as clear, precise, unambiguous and simple as possible to 
prevent leading respondents to answer in a certain way or making them feel 
uncomfortable. Ensuring that they understood the questions and understood them 
similarly required more clarifications in some CSOs than others. These problems could 
be largely solved and they diminished during the data collection. A participatory 
approach in sessions activated participants to discuss if misunderstandings or passivity 
was otherwise developing but some of them remained rather quiet. 
 
Some observed initial feelings of the interviewees to be under surveillance – a potential 
risk in evaluations412 – were largely changed during discussions as we all familiarised 
better with each other, the atmosphere warmed up and participatory exercises were 
done. It seems that some CSOs and interviewees felt a need to boost their image and 
made some exaggerations while some others were clearly modest. On the other hand, 
being able to observe this and familiarising with each CSO helped put their views into 
perspective. The design of the data collection around the idea of verification and 
triangulation helped minimise the effect of falsified answers and over- or 
underestimations. Participatory exercises encouraged critical discussion with varying 
opinions even by more quiet respondents. Nonetheless, some answers remain biased 
and could not be considered in the analysis. Furthermore, the revealed reality may be 
partial if respondents have not dared or wanted to tell everything relevant despite 
efforts to make them discuss freely. My time with each CSO was, after all, quite limited. 
 
I instructed the CSOs to gather a representative sample of beneficiaries to attend a 
discussion on the pilot project and the CSO. Yet, it is probable that the interviewees 
were mostly those who had benefited of the project the most and among the less 
critical ones of the project and the CSO. This could have been somewhat avoided with 
me participating in gathering a representative sample. The CSOs also said that 
ensuring beneficiary participation was sometimes difficult due to beneficiaries being 
busy or lacking the interest to come without financial compensation for it. The intention 
had been to offer refreshments only in order to ensure their participation out of genuine 
interest. Other possible reason is that some CSOs had not fully followed the 
instructions. Nevertheless, these sessions were useful for verifying some data on the 
CSOs. They enabled meeting stakeholders such as other CSO’s representatives 
although meeting them was restricted by limited time and the prioritisation of the 
interviewees. This with the fact that all CSOs were located in different places hampered 
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the examination of their contexts and meant relying more on secondary sources in 
context analysis. 
 
To ensure the suitability of methods and the contribution of key counterparts in the 
research, I encouraged and got the CSOs to participate in planning the Evaluation 
sessions. I also tested some participatory exercises in another seminar of YAK and 
KIOS for similar CSOs in Kenya before the actual data collection. All parties could 
comment on preliminary findings in the Evaluation workshop and the draft report. 
Meanwhile, I kept an eye on the independence of the research in all phases with the 
support of the earlier mentioned triangulation, reflexivity and cross-checking of data 
from several sources which helped give more accurate and comprehensive findings413. 
 
In general, the short duration of four weeks of the fieldtrip in Kenya was a limitation 
from the viewpoint of the purposes of the thesis despite efforts to use the available time 
as efficiently as possible with regard to initial research interests and despite all useful 
data that was collected. Shortly after returning to Finland and going through the data I 
developed some additional questions that I would have wanted to ask the Kenyan 
Programme counterparts. I basically had to content myself with some discussion via 
email with YAK during report drafting as the CSOs were difficult to reach through email.  
 
5.2 Data analysis 
 
Due to the limits of data collection and the data for the needs of realistic evaluation, I 
could not do full realistic evaluation type of analysis with CMO theory making in this 
thesis. Yet, the data was enough to analyse mechanisms, their contextual factors and 
implications at the micro level of CSOs. Particularly Figure 4 guided the analysis. 
 
The data analysis began during the Evaluation and that analysis was partly relevant 
also in this thesis. Yet, I mostly restarted the analysis in the thesis by reorganising and 
transcribing the data to meet its research needs414. As Faria suggests, I organised the 
data from the standpoint of agents415 – the CSOs – and their mechanisms. Yet, their 
conceptions may be flawed and thus not represent the reality416. Moreover, as the 
amount of data per CSO was limited and its quality not that typical of realistic 
evaluation, and as the data included lots of examples of actual work and views of CSO 
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representatives that I could not always verify from elsewhere, I thought that a suitable, 
if not the best way to analyse the data was narrative: To study the narratives of CSOs 
and the mechanisms they reveal. Capacity building actors such as the Community 
Development Resource Association CDRA specifically recommend studying narratives 
so as to understand organisational change in capacity building interventions417. 
Narrative analysis would also be suitable due to oral traditions in knowledge transfer 
around Africa, including Kenya418.  
 
Thus my analysis proceeded with the following steps: constructing narratives on CSOs’ 
development and empowerment during the Programme; categorising these narratives 
thematically and organising them in a matrix for each CSO separately; analysing links 
between each CSO’s developments, the Programme and other context; comparing 
similar mechanism ideas of different CSOs; and transferring the data into a figure on all 
identified mechanisms and related developments in all CSOs. The steps are detailed 
below. After that I reflect on the suitability of narrative analysis in realistic evaluation 
and assess my analysis process and consideration of research criteria. 
 
Narrative analysis and constructing narratives for closer inspection 
Narrative analysis has been used when studying organisations in social sciences and 
in the field of business for some time419. In narrative research informants so to speak 
create their reality with their stories420 that are usually transformed into texts – 
narratives – and interpreted421. Their original form can vary from recorded interviews 
and performances to reports, field notes, drawings and so forth422. A narrative can be 
the object of research or a means to study another question like here.423 A narrative 
does not have to be a story in a traditional sense with a certain plot424. As in this study, 
narratives can derive from several shorter, specific descriptions of individual and 
collective experiences and views425 that are partly quite fragmented, non-linear, 
polyphonic and collectively produced426. In this thesis narrative analysis was based on 
rather non-narrative texts and narratives not often readily as full stories but quite easily 
constructed into full narratives and understood based on discussions with informants. 
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I engaged in purposive and theoretical sampling: choosing carefully those narratives for 
closer inspection that were the most appropriate and interesting from the viewpoint of 
research questions and the theoretical position and that could be best verified from 
several sources.427 As the interest was in phenomena shared by people in a CSO, I 
adopted a mode of narrative analysis that was categorical and more content than form 
oriented, although the focus was not only on what happened and why but also on how 
the informants discussed things428. The latter was part of the critical analysis of the 
data and reflexivity that should contribute to validity.  
 
Categorisation with a matrix 
The adopted categorical-content type of narrative analysis is often called content 
analysis. It includes extracting, classifying and categorising relevant data according to 
defined categories for separate analysis429. I engaged in the same with the purpose of 
finding and analysing mechanisms that influenced CSOs’ development processes 
during the Programme. My categorisation started with condensing and grouping each 
CSO’s data under the headings of key reactions to the intervention and the CSO’s 
means, agency, outcomes and contextual factors related to its organisational 
development (OD) and/or empowerment a) before and b) during or right after the 
Programme. Then I organised this data in matrices as in Table 3430. The matrix borrows 
the logic of Figure 4, especially its figure of C + M = O. Together with Figure 4 it forms 
the tool that I was to develop for the purposes of this study. All its components are 
interlinked. The concepts are as defined in earlier chapters. 
 
Table 3. Matrix for analysing CSO development and empowerment process and 
mechanisms. 
Context Mechanism Means 
Evidence of 
process /  
Agency 
Outcomes 
a) before and b)  during / after the intervention: 
Enabling, supporting 




Is there space 
(enabling context) to 
develop and benefit 
of the available 
means and for the 






















Existing or new 
agency 
 
Mechanism related key 
regularities and their 
key changes in the 
CSO’s development 
 
What mental and 
behavioural outcomes 
do the means + agency 
+ context permit or 
generate? 
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To help organise the matrix and proceed towards identifying mechanisms and their 
changes, I made the outcomes column the starting point. I asked what were the 
means, agency and related context during the intervention that generated the identified 
mental or behavioural patterns and possibly their key changes in the CSO and how and 
why a change was or was not produced. The questions in Table 3 facilitated this. 
Outcomes refer to the CSO's most important organisational development and 
empowering expected or unexpected changes that preferably include changes in 
mental and behavioural patterns during or at the end of the intervention. They were to 
be examined in comparison with the definition of organisational development (OD) and 
empowerment in Chapter 3. I focused on intervention related OD and empowerment 
processes in CSOs but I also considered external influencing factors. Cases of 
negative, non-existent or positive but weak action and outcomes from the viewpoint of 
OD and empowerment were to teach about possible challenges in the intervention, the 
CSO's mechanisms, their context and the interaction of these three.  
 
I grouped similar behaviour and its changes linked to the means and agency together 
to identify regularities and their changes in each CSO. These associations were to 
eventually lead to a picture of mechanisms with the help of analytical induction. Naming 
mechanisms involved intensive reviewing of definitions and discussion presented in 
earlier chapters. I first named the matrices after initial mechanism ideas in the form of 
mechanism related to theme x. The themes were umbrella themes of or perspectives to 
CSO development and empowerment that cut across the data in the matrix and related 
particularly to some type of outcome and agency. To finally rise up to the level of the 
real, I continued sketching mechanisms in line with the criteria of being rather 
independent of conditions, events and experiences and existent even when inactive.431 
This sketching and naming of mechanisms continued until the end of the analysis. 
 
Analysing links between CSOs’ developments, the Programme and other context 
Components of each matrix (Table 3) tended to be complexly interdependent and 
under various influences. This implied a high risk of misattributing causality432 and a 
need for careful abstraction and conceptualisation of components and influences so as 
to understand the connections between the Programme and the OD and empowerment 
processes433. Necessary and contingent associations, for instance developments 
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specific to the Programme and those occurring also in its absence were separated if 
possible434, and their dependence on external factors was investigated. 
 
I did CSO specific as well as some wider context analysis around the key phenomena 
to assist in understanding all factors influencing the CSOs' development and 
mechanisms during the Programme and why and how similar efforts, agencies or 
mechanisms produced different outcomes and why different efforts, agencies or 
mechanisms produced similar outcomes435. I noted that in more dynamic contexts 
changes could be more due to contextual changes than the intervention436. The 
analysis included grouping CSO specific external influences according to the identified 
mechanisms and analysing them as part of the matrix. The wider context analysis was 
included in Chapter 2 to sum up the wider context in the intervention. 
 
From CSO-specific data condensation to mechanism comparisons 
I did the first round of data condensation separately for each CSO. This produced 
several matrices of different mechanisms for each CSO. After that I reorganised the 
data – the matrices – in groups of similar mechanisms in different CSOs’ to further 
facilitate the formulation and analysis of mechanisms. I also condensed the data on 
each CSO’s mechanisms, mechanism changes and empowerment in a figure to 
compare the CSOs’ overall development, mechanisms and mechanism changes and 
further help me to understand how CSOs development and empowerment happened 
and the Programme’s efforts worked or not and why. Figure 5 represents a model 
version of this figure. Its formulation was guided by Figure 4. This figure could be seen 
as part of the developed tool, too, as at least for me it was essential in picturing and 
summarising all identified key developments in each CSO and in their comparison.  
 
The timeline in Figure 5 represents the examined time period. The arrow of OD trend 
describes the trend generally as stronger or milder and thus simplifies the situation as 
each CSO's development fluctuated due to diverse supportive and hampering internal 
and external factors. If the trend was stronger or milder in several CSOs, these CSOs 
could be listed together under one figure of a stronger or milder trend as CSO X and Y 
are now in Figure 5. The intervention arrow describes when the intervention started 
with its activities and effect on CSOs. All identified mechanisms and their possible 
changes during the intervention are listed under each CSO. MO signifies the original 
persisting mechanism and MC a change mechanism replacing the original one. The 
                                               
434
 The focus is on substantial associations, not on formal or regular connections. Sayer 2000, 27. 
435
 See Apo 1992, 70; Lieblich et al. 1998, 126; James 2002, 109. 
436







figure does not show the exact moment when a mechanism change was triggered or 
realised since at least for me it was impossible to mark it to one point exactly. The grey 
colour that in Figure 5 is attached to CSO X’s mechanism change indicates a rather 
sustainable CSO empowerment related to the mechanism dynamics. I added speech 
bubbles with some features of each CSO to the figure to facilitate CSOs’ recognition 




















   
 
Figure 5. Summarising figure of CSOs’ developments and mechanisms. 
 
Narrative research, realistic evaluation and meeting the research criteria 
I could not verify all narratives, and some opinions remained conflicting due to people’s 
subjective views of their experiences437. This hindered the discovery of mechanisms in 
the dimension of the real – the key purpose of realistic evaluation –, which highlights 
the somewhat limited critical realist nature of the analysis. The purpose of narrative 
research is to tell one of the many versions of the truth from a specific viewpoint438. 
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Yet, this purpose does not have to be as inconsistent with realistic evaluation as it first 
seems. As explained earlier, realistic evaluation stresses interpretive understanding, 
contingency and specificity of social action. The mechanisms of social life may never 
be fully spotted objectively with qualitative methods but these methods may anyhow 
provide useful information of the possible mechanisms and support their further study. 
In addition, as critical realism encourages the use of various methods, I saw it possible 
to focus on finding mechanisms and constructing respondents’ realities from narratives 
if I critically eyed my findings, stressed the subjectivity of the results – based only on 
one version of the truth told by certain individuals and possibly confirmed by others439 – 
and respected conflicting findings when constructing collective narratives of each CSO. 
Thus, I adopted a subtle form of realism where, according to Hammersley, validity 
comes from confidence in the found knowledge, although without certainty of its truth. I 
still assumed reality to exist independent of research claims about it. The claims were 
to represent reality with a certain perspective but not to reproduce it.440 
 
This relates to the general research criteria. With qualitative analysis the aim is to 
uncover the richness of cases441. Yet, the results may not be with zero 
generalisability442 if I could assume that the identified phenomenon exists in other 
contexts, too. The abstraction of the mechanisms was to help increase their 
generalisability with certain conditions443. I will reflect on this in Chapter 7 and 8. 
Pawson and Tilley444 argue that tensions between specification and generalisation can 
be solved by connecting specific and “better theories” of how an intervention works to 
more abstract theories. Purposive and theoretical sampling was to further address 
generalisability and representativeness445. 
 
Narrative research involves interpretation of facts, so the positivist evaluation criteria of 
validity and reliability are argued not to apply to narrative studies446 or to be insufficient 
as such447. Riessman suggests the following criteria to better ensure validation in 
narrative work: persuasiveness or plausibility – to give reasonable and convincing 
interpretation and consideration of alternative interpretations of the data –, 
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correspondence – to allow participants to check the interpretations –, coherence – to 
justify the choices of the analysis and back up interpretations – and pragmatic use – to 
seek usefulness also for other research.448 I intended to consider all these criteria. 
 
Silverman, among others, takes a critical perspective to bringing validity with 
triangulation. For him knowledge in social reality is different from different perspectives, 
which hampers merging it into one certain or true conclusion.449 Considering these 
limitations, triangulation can still be useful in bringing rigour, richness and depth to the 
inquiry450. There are also arguments against the usefulness of correspondence, as 
Reissman calls it, for validity. They see correspondence as another data source451only.  
 
Silverman suggests analytical induction for a better validation of qualitative studies: To 
identify a phenomenon and develop and revise a hypothesis on it until all data fit in it452. 
These hypotheses took the form of narratives of mechanisms in this study. This 
involved constant comparison of answers of various people on the same issue and 
search for deviant cases until they do not exist outside the hypothesis.453 The whole 
analysis process was in fact inductive, starting from concrete empirical details towards 
more abstract and general level454, towards mechanisms. The only exception was that I 
assumed some positive reactions of CSOs to the Programme due to their interest to 
join it and their participatory capacity building. This made my analysis partly deductive.  
 
In practice, the content analysis type of narrative analysis together with analytical 
induction and triangulation were appropriate for bringing out CSOs’ experiences of 
organisational development and empowerment and for identifying related mechanisms. 
The approach of mechanisms and realistic evaluation brought depth into the analysis of 
CSO development and empowerment. When thinking of the whole research process 
and its possible strengths, particularly the following actions seemed to bring rigour and 
support the validity, plausibility, correspondence and coherence of my findings: 
purposive and theoretical sampling in choosing informants and narratives for closer 
inspection; ensuring that my questions were as neutral and similarly understood by 
informants as possible during data collection; using participatory methods encouraging 
free opinion-making and triangulation and cross-checking to verify the data; getting 
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feedback of key informants on initial findings when collecting data and drafting the 
Evaluation report; and carefully analysing narratives with analytical induction from the 
viewpoint of mechanisms and their interplay with the intervention and other contextual 
factors. Meanwhile, a clear limitation of this research is that the Programme 
counterparts have not commented on the identified mechanisms. Since the CSOs’ 
activity through email was generally quite low and as discussing more complicated 
mechanisms would have anyhow taken time, getting CSOs’ opinions on mechanisms 
would have required extra field work. This was not possible later on in the thesis. 
 
The analysis followed a subtle form of realism as expected. With the above limitation in 
mind I am confident in my analysis and findings although without certainty of their truth 
as they are subjective, representing the reality with the perspective of the met CSO 
representatives with supporting narratives of other actors, secondary sources and my 
interpretation of them. The richness and specificity of the cases came across clearly. 
Yet, I believe that my findings can be useful for further investigation of CSOs’ 
development and empowerment related mechanisms. By developing a tool and 
reflecting on its potential for other studies later in Chapter 7 as part of answering my 
research question on it I also believe to have considered the criterion of pragmatic use. 
 
When reflecting on my role as a researcher throughout the research process, this 
research could be viewed as an intervention to the existent reality of the CSOs with its 
particular activities and objectives. If I leave aside the fact that the held meetings would 
most probably not have occurred without this research and look at the contents of 
these meetings, I had an inevitable effect on the dynamics of the discussions and the 
participants’ responses during data collection. I was both a co-producer and interpreter 
of the realities people described455. Despite the precautions to ensure methodological 
neutralism, minimal effect on the respondents’ answers and careful use of methods 
and overall conduct of data collection and analysis, it is always possible that another 
researcher would have received a somewhat different amount or type of data and 
analysis. This could be for instance due to the researcher’s different background, 
origins, use of methods or organisation of the research. Nevertheless, I believe that this 
data and these methods would not have generated contrary results even at the hands 
of another careful researcher external to the studied Programme. 
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6 CSOs’ MECHANISMS AND EMPOWERMENT 
 
This chapter answers to my research questions on mechanisms and CSO 
empowerment by first describing each identified mechanism generally and then 
illustrating them and the possible related empowerment through examples of CSOs. I 
analysed all CSOs similarly as described in Chapter 5. Yet, due to space limits in this 
chapter I only present the results of some CSOs that illustrate each mechanism 
dynamics the best while including the detailed results of other CSOs in Annex 4. 
 
Before a more thorough analysis of mechanisms and CSOs’ developments, I would like 
to give a general picture of the Programme’s effect on the CSOs. The Programme’s 
capacity building related to all capacity dimensions but its resources were limited. It 
could not be, and neither was planned, to reply to all basic necessities of CSOs. The 
support in physical resources was especially low as the efforts focused on building 
knowledge, skills and confidence in organisational and project management, human 
rights work and networking. Thus, the Programme mainly contributed to psychological, 
human, social and financial resources although for the last resource type the effect was 
temporary unless the efforts contributed to CSOs’ access to other funding. The effect 
was mostly in becoming more aware of their own abilities and resources and better 
able to put them and outside opportunities into beneficial action for the CSO and 
beneficiaries. Although several CSOs showed agency in developing themselves, there 
were many Programme led organisational changes without CSOs' self-initiated critical 
thinking and action to tailor resources to their own purposes.  
 
In cases where a CSO was noted to need a change of mindset to develop agency for 
some type of capacity development, the capacity builder YAK stressed that it did not 
want to push the CSO too much against prevailing interests to secure the CSO’s own 
motivation and sustainable outcomes. However, the Programme did include features of 
imposing dominant discourses, values and ways of working through its training on the 
working approach of internationally agreed human rights. Yet, the CSOs knew this 
when applying to the Programme and had expressed interest to learn more on it. The 
CSOs also took the given approach for their pilot projects as an opportunity to learn to 
apply it or in the case of previous work with it to continue their human rights work. 
Where there was criticism towards the approach, there was also applying it to their own 
work in a more suitable way. The relationship of YAK and CSOs was considered 
positive, characterised by advising according to CSOs’ interests rather than imposition. 





In what follows, I present my results in sub-chapters of mechanisms related to CSOs’ 
orientations towards their own work and development and mechanisms related to 
CSOs’ internal functioning. I end the chapter with a summarising sub-chapter with 
further comparison and analysis of mechanisms and empowerment. 
 
I use the word member a lot in results since most CSOs used it to refer to their board 
members, staff or other people actively engaged in their activities. In volunteer based 
CSOs no one was paid and practically everyone participated in activities and was 
called a member to simplify the situation. More structured, externally funded CSOs 
divided their people more into board and staff members and active volunteers. The 
word member refers to them all unless otherwise specified.  
 
6.1 CSOs’ orientations towards their own work and development 
 
6.1.1 Mechanism of cause focus 
 
The identified mechanism of cause focus means that the CSO is mainly driven by a 
more or less solid focus and cause it serves and looks funding for. The mechanism 
was positive in relation to organisational development, meaning that it encouraged the 
CSO to develop to serve its cause better. Yet, it did not necessarily imply agency to 
develop all capacity areas as the example of CSO G demonstrated. 
 
How well did this mechanism fulfil the definition of a mechanism? Instead of being 
rather independent of events and experiences, the mechanism seemed at first affected 
by several past and actual events and experiences in the CSOs and their contexts. The 
pilot groups found and/or sustained their agency and place in the community greatly 
through continuous, active interaction with their stakeholders. On the other hand, when 
the mechanism was there and the CSOs' beneficiaries supported their focus, other 
challenges, such as trouble with authorities or lack of resources, did not change this. 
Hence, the mechanism was persistent: Those CSOs who felt the strongest needed in 
their community and who in general had a strong drive and expertise for a specific 
cause already, namely CSO B, C and D, kept and most probably continue to keep their 
focus when networking and fundraising. The mechanism was something constantly 
affecting the background and continuously active rather than dormant. 
 
Some slight changes within the mechanism did occur in the form of inclusion of a new 
feature in it as shown by the examples of CSO B and E who included human rights to 





these changes but it seemed likely that the change would have taken place in time 
without the Programme due to the CSOs' activity in developing their work. In total, the 
association between their mechanism and the Programme was contingent rather than 
necessary, meaning that the mechanism seemed to occur independent of the 
Programme although the intervention did support it. 
 
Example of cause focus in CSO D 
CSO D was a clear case of the mechanism of cause focus and not being driven by 
funding opportunities. The CSO was used to working without external funding, to 
surviving on its own and with some small income it gets as membership fees, 
community donations or from assisting other CSOs in activities related to its expertise. 
It envisioned an income generating project to support its self-sufficiency in the future. 
The CSO demonstrated a strong commitment to and focus on its particular work for its 
community. Its motivation for a change in the community was linked to its members 
actually being from the community and facing many of its challenges. In fact, having 
local roots and location in the community where it acts was a common feature for all 
pilot groups and generally benefited them during the Programme. 
 
Table 4. CSO D’s mechanism of cause focus. 




Closeness of the community,  
its challenges and desires; 
Beneficiary support;  
Mutual respect with relevant 
authorities; 
High number of certain 
human rights (HR) violations 
in the community BUT 
increasing HR awareness; 
Various actors increasingly 
interested in cooperation; 
The Programme (PP), 
including pilot project 
funding; 














More knowledge on 
HR and project 
management; 
Funding to 
implement a project 
Strong desire 
for a change in 






Doing a pilot 
project that 
supports the 









own work and 
encourages 










The project seemed like a long waited opportunity for CSO D to do what it wanted 
independently. It became a combination of old and new: a familiar general theme but 
improvised inclusion of new topics to meet sudden community concerns and activities 
of its experience but with more extensive stakeholder dialogue than before. CSO D 
was one of the pilot groups that demonstrated the strongest expertise in its work and 
focus area. In addition to these qualities, the success of the project was based on the 





Programme supported the CSO’s cause and success particularly through mentoring on 
project management and the project funding which made the whole thing possible.  
 
Key contextual factors for the project were community recognition and confidence in 
CSO D, positive response of project beneficiaries to the project, mutual respect with 
relevant authorities and increasing human rights awareness of the community, 
including local authorities. The project experience was strongly positive and 
empowering for CSO D as elaborated with the mechanism of internal dynamics, 
bringing more confidence to their own work and encouraging similar efforts. By the time 
of the Evaluation the CSO had applied for some funding but did not seem focused on 
finding it. It talked a lot about promoting its cause through partnering and saw networks 
mainly as opportunities for collaboration rather than as a source of funding. 
 
Example of cause focus in CSO B 
According to YAK, CSO B had a history of a wide range of activities for its beneficiaries 
in its community and was very focused on action for it. Yet, it had a clear, focused 
vision on how to serve its beneficiaries in the future and did not seem interested to 
change the plan due to some funding available. Its plans were in line with its earlier 
experience and objectives which had remained the same since its initiation. Its strong 
commitment to the cause was linked to some key staff belonging to the same 
population group as its beneficiaries and the resulting awareness of their realities. The 
number of its sponsors and professional staff, its work in the Programme, various 
comments by different Programme counterparts and my observations indicated that it 
was more developed as a CSO and in fundraising and project management than most 
other pilot groups. It did say funding to be a source of concern and it was in fact having 
some challenges in it. While in 2008 it had expanded and hired more staff, by the 
beginning of 2009 it saw some of its sponsors’ policies changing and negatively 
affecting its funding, making it stop some projects and resign some staff. Yet, the CSO 
demonstrated calmness and confidence in fundraising for its agenda. It considered its 
focus unique. Increasingly many actors, including national ones, had expressed 
interest in the CSO and were supporting it and working with it.  
 
I would argue that the Programme contributed to CSO B rethinking and reframing its 
focus. According to the CSO, "It [the Programme] gave us an opportunity to focus456", 
referring to a human rights based approach (HRBA) that it adopted to its work through 
its efforts in the Programme. CSO B had done advocacy work before but argued that it 
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realised through the pilot project and YAK's facilitation how to actually "work around 
issues of human rights457". This project was its first project consciously focused on 
human rights of its beneficiaries. Beneficiary involvement from planning to monitoring 
and their response to the project was very positive. There were examples of 
empowerment among them. The project boosted CSO B's knowledge and confidence 
in doing more human rights work and in adopting a HRBA. This boost and approach 
translated to further human rights project proposals and work during and after the 
Programme. This was welcomed from several directions, further encouraging the CSO 
to continue similarly. In total, the intervention saw CSO B to adopt a clear human rights 
agency, increase its share of human rights work but also continue with other activities. 
 
Table 5. CSO B's mechanism of cause focus. 





beneficiaries and their 
challenges and desires;  
High number of violations 
of beneficiaries' rights; 
Beneficiary support;  
Mutual respect with 
relevant authorities; 
Sponsors change funding 
policies and decrease 
some funding; 
Other actors support the 
CSO’s organisational and 
project management 
skills; 
More actors interested in 
cooperation 
 
The Programme (PP);  














knowledge and work 
experience in HR;  
More knowledge on 
HR and project 
management; 
Funding to implement 
a HR project; 




projects but some 
funding and projects 
stop  
→ Some staff reduced; 
Funding for a pilot 
project 







promote HR of 
its beneficiaries; 






Doing a pilot 
project that 
supports the old 
cause with more 
focus on HR 
Empowering 
experience of 
a HR project 
brings more 
confidence  
and action for 
HR work that 








(HRBA) to all 
work; 
More HR work 
and 
fundraising 
with a HRBA 
 
I identified the strengthening and internal changes of CSO B's mechanism of cause 
focus to relate to two types of CSO empowerment. Firstly, the data pointed to its 
empowerment through finding a clear agency for human rights and mainstreaming 
human rights to its work, of which benefits the CSO highlighted for all its work and 
beneficiaries. The second type of CSO empowerment was inter-organisational 
empowerment that CSO B seemed to have experienced with YAK through learning 
about and from each other, realising common interests, enjoying joint work and doing 
successful joint fundraising. YAK's comments supported this. The process had been 
unexpected for both. Their related concrete steps and continuing excitement during 
data collection suggested that both types of empowerment were rather sustainable.  
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6.1.2 Mechanism of fund-seeking 
 
The mechanism of fund-seeking means that the CSO is without a solid focus and 
relatively willing to grasp on any available work or funding. The mechanism was 
identified in two pilot groups: CSO A and F. It had a rather negative character from the 
viewpoint of organisational development by distracting attention away from consistent 
OD. As with the mechanism of cause focus, also this mechanism was rather 
independent of past and actual conditions, events and experiences in the CSOs, and 
the Programme saw no particular changes in it. It affected continuously as an active 
rather than dormant mechanism. It may have been a bit dormant during the 
Programme as the intervention made the CSOs consider their development and cause 
more and plan a pilot project accordingly. Yet, the probability for it to activate as before 
was considerable. Under its effect CSO A and F, who were still looking for their field of 
expertise or place in the community and continued to lack skills to realise their desires 
after the Programme, seemed much more prone to change their work than those with a 
mechanism of cause focus if some interesting training or funding is made available or if 
some CSO asks them to assist in their activities and offers them some money for it. 
 
Example of the mechanism of fund-seeking in CSO F 
CSO F was the clearest example of pilot groups in the mechanism of fund-seeking. It 
had no clear, permanent focus. YAK encouraged it to think about focusing more but 
finally its members were satisfied with several working topics and types of beneficiaries 
and continued so after the Programme. YAK said that CSO F had been one of the 
CSOs with greatest difficulties in deciding on the topic of its pilot project without outside 
direction on it and wondered if this was due to its lack of focus, its relatively strong 
interest in funding, some interest to please YAK with the project or pure inexperience in 
doing activities and projects independently. I made similar observations during the data 
collection. The CSO often brought up the importance of financial resources and 
potential funders. Its relative interest in funding compared to other Programme features 
became clear in its following comment that simplifies its view but is also quite accurate 
when compared to other data: "Everything has been important in the partnership but 
even more important was the funding itself.458” With funding it referred to the funding it 
received for the pilot project and with partnership to the Programme. 
 
Finally the CSO chose to do the project on children’s rights, which was a surprise for 
YAK since the CSO had previously focused on other issues. The choice seems more 
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understandable when looking at the CSO's recent history with some trainings and 
activities related to children’s rights and its high member turnover and lack of 
knowledge management that had hampered the accumulation of knowledge on any 
particular topic in the CSO. It had lost several key members with skills in its original 
working topics while receiving new members with new ideas and interests that could 
take hold rather easily as the CSO was open to change. It also said to have preferred a 
fresher project topic that not many other CSOs had in the area to attract fresh interest 
and more participants. It showed eagerness to continue working with children’s rights 
but due to still somewhat light experience in it and lack of solid focus or skills in 
fundraising, it had a risk of not finding funding independently and engaging in other 
type of activities with other CSOs to ensure some interesting work and income for its 
members. This risk related to its attitude of serving more its members' than CSO’s 
development, its members’ general economic and life situation and relatively high 
appreciation of pocket money from cooperation with other CSOs. This risk seemed to 
be realising as the CSO had not continued with children's rights but with other, partly 
new themes.  
 
All in all, the CSO seemed rather fund seeking due to its willingness to change and 
serve various causes that could change depending on its networks and cooperation 
with others. Its future was more difficult to estimate than for most other CSOs. It was 
among those with the most steps to take before standing firmly on its own feet with a 
clear, stable direction. 
 
Table 6. CSO F's mechanism of fund-seeking. 
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Some spirit of volunteerism;  
Lack of focus at work and 
openness to change 
activities; 
Some skills in different work; 
Some earlier knowledge and 
experience on working with 
children's rights BUT 
Little experience of 
independent activities and 
fundraising; 
More knowledge on human 
rights (HR), organisational 
and project management; 
Attitude serving more 
members' than CSO's 
development;  
Funding for a pilot project; 

















confidence to its 
own work and 
encourages 
more work for 
children's rights 
















6.1.3 Mechanism of holistic development 
 
The mechanism of holistic development or holistic OD basically brings out the CSO’s 
orientation to its development. It implies a profound approach for full OD, developing all 
capacity dimensions of performance, relationships and internal functioning. I identified 
this mechanism in four CSOs: B, C, D and E. 
 
While CSO B and E exemplified a persisting mechanism of holistic OD, CSO C was an 
example of an enabled mechanism and CSO D of a mechanism change. To start with 
the mechanism change, a new mechanism was triggered in CSO D with a change in 
the pattern of behaviour as the CSO expanded its human rights agency to all capacity 
dimensions with several related outcomes and further development plans during the 
Programme. CSO D was the only CSO that may have necessitated the Programme to 
change this agency and mechanism in 2008–2009 as its networking was only directed 
to other similar local and national CSOs and authorities in human rights issues and it 
had nothing else contributing specifically to its OD thinking. Yet, it is probable that there 
could have eventually come other opportunities triggering a similar process towards 
more holistic OD. The new mechanism seemed rather independent of events and 
experiences in that although it was triggered under the influence of contextual factors, it 
was a change in the overall mindset and approach to work and based on strong 
internal commitment and voluntary work with a new pattern of behaviour. CSO D also 
linked its more holistic development efforts to serving its cause better and becoming a 
more serious human rights actor. The situation indicated that the mechanism was there 
to stay. There could be breaks in holistic OD work but it would continue later. 
 
The mechanism of holistic OD was rather independent of events and experiences and 
existent even if not active in the other example CSOs, too. In CSO C the mechanism 
was enabled with the support of the Programme to the CSO’s agency to stand on its 
own feet with several positive outcomes. CSO B and E had an existing mechanism of 
holistic OD strengthened with the Programme efforts as they enhanced their nascent 
human rights agency and their agency to become more serious CSOs in their area of 
expertise. These developments kept them in transformation even after the Programme. 
At the beginning of the Programme their mechanism was somewhat open to change as 
both CSOs decided to include human rights to their cause and embarked on related 
organisational changes. Yet, these new changes were so profound that they seemed to 
stay despite individual events or experiences. In total, the number of examples of self-
initiated efforts, outcomes and future plans in full OD support the idea that there was a 





Triggered mechanism of holistic development, example of CSO D 
Before the Programme CSO D's members had been trained by several actors in the 
CSO’s area of expertise. They were highly committed at work and had good human 
rights knowledge. They had done human rights activities as part of others' projects but 
no independent projects and they had little skills in financial management and 
organisational management. The CSO had a nationally respected patron protecting its 
interests and an office received through another project. It had registered itself and was 
improving performance and networking so as to improve in human rights work. 
 
The Programme contributed to its human rights knowledge, experience of direct 
funding and running a project alone. Its team work skills and group cohesion improved 
as it succeeded in the project and the members learnt to appreciate each others’ 
abilities. It also gained knowledge in organisational management. Particularly the joint 
training and the project made it realise a need to get more serious at all work and think 
about structures and values. Its desire to develop in human rights work expanded to a 
wider desire to develop all its capacities. The CSO decided to revise its internal 
structures, resulting in new governance structures and a revised constitution. These 
developments were not easy since they required long discussions with all members 
and some members had to give up their decision making positions. Yet, with their 
commitment, improving team work skills and cohesion and some advice from YAK they 
had largely made it by the time of the Evaluation.  
 
In addition, the Programme activities made CSO D take a human rights approach not 
only in projects but also in other work such as networking to ensure it promotes human 
rights, too. It also made the CSO streamline respect of human rights into all its policies 
and behaviour, even to members' lives. The CSO stressed practicing what you preach 
and being an example to others: "When you become facilitator and you become a role 
model, so the next day if you do wrong, the community will question you459". It had 
further development plans in all capacity areas, including internal restructuring and 
strategic planning. Its actions and narratives indicated active agency with critical 
thinking and action for holistic OD and related regularity in outcomes.  
 
There were several external factors influencing CSO D during the Programme that 
should be mentioned in addition to those otherwise described in this chapter. Human 
rights violations such as arbitrary arrests and killings and ignorance of the law were 
high in its area although decreasing, which stressed the need for CSO D's work. The 
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post-election violence in early 2008 and its later echoes both increased and hampered 
its work. Regular police transfers implied creating a working relationship with them 
again and again. Police showed high corruption and took advantage of idle youth or 
youth involved in petty crime. Supportive factors included increasing community activity 
in issues of common interest, slowly reducing youth harassment by the police and CSO 
D getting a representative to local policing committee, which gave it a regular official 
channel of influence in the community. The pilot project contributed to the majority of 
these improvements. The CSO received some income from membership fees, 
community donations and advising other CSOs. This multiplied after the project. More 
community members were seeking for CSO D's advice in human rights issues. At the 
same time, beneficiary expectations were growing, making the CSO feel inadequate 
and want to do more. This was a common challenge to nearly all studied CSOs. 
 
Table 7. CSO D's mechanism of holistic development. 





























CSO’s own office 
Desire and action 
for community 
work with others; 
Desire to improve 
in HR work;  
Desire to become 
























Pilot project funding; 
More skills and 
experience in project 
management;  
More team work 
skills and cohesion 
During the project: 
Idea to get more 
serious at all 
work, to revise 
internal structures, 
to review its own 
constitution, to 
have human rights 
approach to all 
work 
+ related action; 
Desire for 
strategic planning  
Board of trustees and 
board of directors 
established; 
New constitution; 
HR approach to all 
work; 






more serious at all work 
and full OD; 
Further plans in full OD 
 
Enabled mechanism of holistic development, example of CSO C 
As a difference from other pilot groups, working independently was still an unreached 
objective for CSO C at the beginning of 2008. It was officially a mere youth group with 
human rights activities and rather tied to its mother CSO, for whom it had worked as an 





in 2006 but nothing much happened since the mother CSO was against it. This made 
its situation greatly different from CSO D who had had the same mother CSO before 
but had separated from it without similar trouble. CSO C was different also since it had 
tried to develop in all capacity areas even before the Programme. Yet, its challenging 
conditions made its efforts in vain, and its organisational development trend remained 
rather stagnant. Despite some new useful trainings and efforts to organise volunteers, 
most members, including its leader, had left for employment, studies or other reasons. 
Just like in CSO D, some members were occasionally arbitrarily arrested by the police, 
making it costly for their families to pay for their freedom and decreasing some of their 
involvement. The CSO had its own office but it could not use it due to problems with 
the mother CSO.  
 
After disagreements with some members and the mother CSO blocking its registration 
in 2008, some members decided to look for other working space and retry registration 
under another name. The timing of the Programme here enabled it to support CSO C’s 
agency to get on its own feet, namely to resolve the internal conflict, get distance to the 
mother CSO and register finally in 2009. It also found new working space through its 
pilot project. All this enabled it to organise itself and engage in normal work better. 
 
CSO C had had high commitment and a persistent working attitude even during the 
hardest times. With this attitude and an increased desire to network, it got a foreign 
CSO to observe its pilot project activities, advise it and fund it later in 2010. The CSO 
stressed that this would not have happened without the pilot project. It also saw a link 
between the project and decreasing arbitrary arrests of their members which eased the 
members’ involvement in the CSO. All in all, the CSO often repeated the importance of 
the project for widening its networks and membership base. Its improving relations with 
local actors, commitment and number of active members, and skills and confidence in 
project work and organisational management all contributed to the CSO standing on its 
own feet. In total, its agency for holistic OD was better enabled, producing various 
outcomes and future plans in all capacity areas. CSO C could increasingly direct its 
attention from basic needs to further organisational development. 
 
Apart from the already mentioned external factors, there were several other factors 
influencing CSO C's development and mechanisms in 2008–2009. The post-election 
violence stopped its work before the Programme and increased its workload for some 
time. There were many human rights violations, including arbitrary arrests and killings 
in the community. Corruption was high among local authorities, and police took 





and poverty related challenges kept CSO C busy. From the positive side, the CSO's 
relations with local stakeholders were improving. For example, the area chief gave a 
venue for its project activities for free and was active in mobilising participants. Police 
harassment and arbitrary arrests were decreasing. The community supported the CSO 
with small donations and with increasing interest, ability and activity in defending their 
rights. They were increasingly relying on the CSO in human rights questions. 
 
Table 8. CSO C’s mechanism of holistic development. 














arrests of the CSO’s 
members also; 
Trainings for some 
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Conflicts persist  → 
Some activities but 
difficulties to work and 
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Unable to work from the 
old office;  




→ Mechanism not able 
to function; 
Rather stagnant OD 






















Getting distance to 
the mother CSO;  
Pilot project funding; 
More members;  
More knowledge and 















Registration done;  
Still no office of its own  
but hosted by others; 
New board;  
Volunteers and activities 




Improved skills and 
confidence in its own 
abilities; 
Foreign funding for a 
new project 
→ Mechanism enabled;  
Positive trend in all OD 
 
Persisting mechanism of holistic development, example of CSO E 
CSO E was one of the most developed CSOs in its orientation towards holistic OD and 
capacity in project and organisational management. It was active and open but critical 
towards adopting new things and doing OD that supported its cause. It had embarked 
on new networking to facilitate its development as a human rights actor, which brought 
training opportunities for its members. The clearest example of its critical thinking and 
action related to holistic OD during the Programme was adopting a human rights based 





strategic planning and restructuring for a more professional and active board to support 
its work but there was not enough data to confirm the Programme’s contribution to this. 
Nevertheless, the CSO gave the impression that those were its own initiatives triggered 
by its overall situation and new development desires. It said it was transforming into a 
model youth organisation for local development and human rights, which explains its 
boost of local human rights work and networking. These initiatives imply to active 
agency for holistic OD which the CSO saw to have benefited greatly of the Programme. 
 
Good spread of capacity among the members was one key ingredient in the 
mechanism of holistic development. Basically, only the CSOs with this mechanism 
demonstrated this spread clearly. It decreased the CSO’s dependence on some 
particular member at its work and development. To demonstrate this through CSO E, 
CSO E had a strong leader but it could, for example, report on the project without his 
presence. This is linked to the CSO’s earlier experience in project work, team work 
skills and clear role division and organisational structures, in which it resembled CSO 
B. The observations and the CSO’s narratives indicated improved group cohesion, 
commitment, knowledge sharing and learning as a group in the project. The CSO 
entered the Programme with rather little human rights expertise, so a lot of time and 
motivation was required from it to learn enough before implementing the pilot project. 
Yet, the CSO said it was worth it: It gained valuable knowledge and commitment for the 
work, making its members spend excess time and even some money of their own to do 
more activities than planned. CSO E argued that the commitment had remained and 
was benefiting it together with new human rights and facilitation know-how in further 
planning and fundraising for human rights. 
 
CSO E's mechanism of holistic OD was further supported by good leadership and 
permanence of key leaders – another common point for CSOs with this mechanism. In 
all those CSOs their leader(s) had been involved in the CSO since establishment. In 
CSO E they showed no sign of leaving. According to YAK,  
"They have a strong leader [director] who is not looking for to move but he is 
building the capacity of the organisation and other leaders. He is always there for 
them. Actually, they are the ones that leave him but he never leaves them.460"  
 
Also other people were committed and had stayed rather than left. This was linked to 
the CSO’s continuous development and the spread of capacity in the CSO. As a 
difference from especially CSO A and F without this mechanism and as a similarity with 
other CSOs with it, CSO E could offer is members various meaningful opportunities to 
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grow and work for the community. These factors contributed to its ability and agency 
for holistic OD. 
 
Several general contextual factors beyond the Programme affected CSO E in 2008–
2009. By the time of the Programme the CSO had good recognition and support from 
the community and relevant authorities. The presidential elections and related violence 
hampered its work by decreasing locals’ attention temporarily in the CSO’s working 
topics. Changing external funding policies affected it in the sense of some funding and 
projects ending in 2008 but its active fundraising and networking resulted in a boost of 
national and international interest and new partners and funders in 2009 and 2010. 
 
Table 9. CSO E's mechanism of holistic development. 





















Good commitment;  
Some HR knowledge; 
Experience of doing 
some HR activities; 
Good project and 
organisational 
management skills;  
Good organisational 
structures and OD 
supportive leadership;  
Good networking skills;  
Some volunteers; 
Various activities with 
external funding BUT 
some funding and 
projects stop, low-scale 
volunteering 
Desire to become 
better in addressing 
community needs;  
Growing desire to do 
more HR related 



















More commitment;  
More HR knowledge; 
Pilot project funding; 
More experience and 
skills related to 
externally funded HR 




More team work skills 
and internal cohesion; 
Some new external 
funding for new 
projects, including HR 
Desire to be a model 
youth CSO in HR 
and community 
development; 
Idea to integrate HR 
better to other work;  
Desire for more HR 
work and related 
networking;  
Desire for stronger 
organisational 
structures; 
Desire for strategic 
planning; 
+ action towards 
them 

















6.1.4 Activity-CSO, activity-individual and activity-individual-CSO orientation  
 
In addition to the mechanism of holistic development, other mechanisms related to 
CSOs’ orientation towards their development were the mechanisms of activity-





activity-individual orientation means focusing on developing the CSO's activities and 
members, thinking more about the members, their development and survival than the 
CSO's or the beneficiaries’ needs. This was identified in CSO F. The mechanism of 
activity-individual-CSO orientation spotted in CSO G is about developing activities 
primarily to support the CSO’s, its members' and beneficiaries' survival. Survival refers 
here to basic needs and finding resources to fulfil them. The mechanism of activity-
CSO orientation was identified in CSO A. It implied a focus on developing the CSO's 
activities for the best of the CSO and through that also its members and beneficiaries. 
With the word activity I refer to activities developing performance and relationship 
dimensions of capacity. All pilot groups engaged in such activities. 
 
The main difference of these three mechanisms from the mechanism of holistic 
development is that they do not consider the capacity dimension of internal 
organisational functioning with related agency and regularity in action. CSO A did show 
agency for fuller OD by establishing its office but nothing clear after that; CSO F had 
initiative for it but it did not seem fully based on critical thinking and adoption of new 
knowledge to meet the definition of agency; and CSO G had no evidence on other 
initiatives than those based on YAK's detailed advice. The mechanism of activity-CSO 
orientation was the closest to the mechanism of holistic OD mainly due to its stronger 
orientation toward benefits for the CSO instead of mere individual ones. I found all 
three mechanisms independent of experiences and events and existent even when 
inactive. The capacity building efforts in the Programme were insufficient or in vain for 
changing them, ending up supporting existing mechanisms especially in CSO F and G. 
 
Activity-individual-CSO orientation, example of CSO G 
According to the data, CSO G's mechanism of activity-individual-CSO orientation made 
it driven primarily by a desire to support the survival and basic necessities of the CSO 
and individuals, be they members or beneficiaries. This is important in any CSO but 
may affect the CSO’s development negatively if it takes too much attention, as YAK's 
and other narratives suggested of CSO G. Several members indicated at different 
sessions their dedication to CSO G's mission and work while stressing the importance 
of personal benefits of this work. They all represented the CSO’s beneficiaries. 
Meanwhile, they talked little about OD and related Programme benefits unless 
specifically asked. They said they appreciated the OD suggested and facilitated by 
YAK in the CSO, namely the restructuring of the board, the clarification of roles within 
the CSO and the related learning on organisational management. “We got to look at 
ourselves from a different angle. – – It [organisational changes done with YAK] really 





not working well for us461.” On the other hand, the latter part of the sentence also 
strengthened doubts on CSO G's capacity and/or will to think of its OD needs fully or 
put such thoughts to practice. The doubts were further supported by more confidential 
comments on the CSO’s expectations and disappointments in the Programme.462" 
Funding for the pilot project and related new knowledge and skills got emphasised. 
 
YAK said it had started to doubt the strength of CSO G's motivation for OD early on 
when they met only few people from it during the Programme. Moreover, the CSO had 
not shared the same eagerness in its interaction with YAK or in developing ideas or 
implementing YAK's ideas on OD as other CSOs. The Programme funds did not allow 
paying office equipment or wages which CSO G along with many other CSOs would 
have wanted as part of OD. This was relatively disappointing for CSO G compared to 
other CSOs. YAK started to feel that the CSO was doing only the OD work that YAK 
suggested and only to make it happy. These experiences made it and KIOS wonder 
whether CSO G had taken the Programme more as a boost of credibility and reputation 
towards stakeholders and potential funders than as an opportunity to develop. 
  
Table 10. CSO G's mechanism of activity-individual-CSO orientation. 







recognition from the 
community and 
relevant authorities; 














Focus on CSO’s or 
members’ problems and 
survival and beneficiary 
support through activities, 
not on full OD; 
Previous experience of 
externally funded projects, 
including human rights; 
Some skills in project and 
organisational 
management; 




















on full OD 
During the PP: (only changes indicated here, other factors the same) 





More organisational and 
project management 
knowledge and skills; 
Board restructured; 
Clearer role division within 
the CSO; 
Pilot project funding 
Doing the pilot 











focuses on the 
pilot project 
 
Key contextual factors related to CSO G's development and action in 2008–2009 
included personal external challenges hampering its members’ participation and the 
CSO’s focus on developing the CSO. It also suffered from some equipment being 
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stolen and from some slight stakeholder conflicts that were mostly solved. Otherwise its 
stakeholder relations were improving. Some members were invited to a local decision 
making body, which boosted its recognition and influence in the community. The post-
election violence had increased the number of its members and beneficiaries and its 
own awareness of the needs of its beneficiaries who supported its work.  
 
Activity-individual orientation, example of CSO F 
The mechanism of activity-individual orientation directed CSO F to do work that 
supported and developed its members who were relatively young and inexperienced in 
running a CSO and in project and human rights work. People joined it to learn and do 
various meaningful things together but, as the mechanism of fund-seeking suggested, 
the CSO had no stable focus at work and offered somewhat limited opportunities for 
the members' meaningful participation and growth. Most of their life situation between 
studies or studies and work meant financial and other uncertainty and they often left 
once offered attractive opportunities elsewhere. This situation seemed to direct the 
CSO’s attention away from long-term, committed OD and towards short-term 
opportunities for individual growth that the CSO and its cooperation with others offered.  
 
The CSO did show some initiative for OD but its overall conditions to develop were 
challenging. As in CSO G, its appreciation of the Programme concentrated strongly on 
the pilot project and it talked little about other Programme benefits. Yet, in its case 
these other benefits were actually more limited than in other CSOs as YAK's advice did 
not take hold. Based on YAK's estimations and other evaluation data, this was linked to 
its high member turnover, lack of knowledge sharing and inability or lack of interest to 
adopt the given information and to do OD. Meanwhile, it seemed less survival driven 
than CSO G as its members did not stress so much their own problems to which the 
CSO would be responding. Yet, its members were still relatively openly looking for 
pocket money from the projects that the CSO did with other CSOs.  
 
When talking about its initiative towards organisational development even if little, CSO 
F said it had revised internal structures based on its learning in the Programme’s 
trainings. It decided, for example, to have a more independent body, a board but did it 
in a way that makes one doubt whether it fully understood the functions of 
organisational bodies. The new body was not called a board but a committee and it did 
not include the common board members who the CSO kept involved in the 
implementation of activities. Furthermore, some members did not fully understand 
some basic concepts or the purpose of different organisational structures and the 





supported the CSO’s organisational management skills and there were activities 
beyond the Programme developing related capacities but there was still considerable 
room for improvement. All in all, it seemed that CSO F did not think critically about and 
do OD and the results were confusing. Low outcomes of mentoring in OD were 
disappointing for YAK at least since it saw  it had spent more time with CSO F than any 
other CSO to help it in organisational challenges. Meanwhile, the Programme 
supported CSO F’s existing agency for developing its individuals and community 
relations. It gave them project management skills, confidence at work, community 
recognition and networks that the CSO appreciated highly. 
 
Several contextual factors beyond those mentioned affected CSO F in 2008–2009. The 
CSO benefited from community donations and improving relations with authorities, 
which had ensured it an office for free. It had new interested potential partners 
particularly through its pilot project, resulting in trainings and pocket money. It felt 
growing community expectations beyond its capacities. Some community challenges 
related to health, income and family issues affected the members’ volunteering. Also 
the post-election violence hampered CSO F’s work temporarily. 
 
Table 11. CSO F's mechanism of activity-individual orientation. 

























Focus on individual 
development and activities, not 
on full OD; 
Lack of focus at work and 
openness to change activities; 
No experience of independent 
project management;  
Some skills in organisational 
management and HR work;  
Some organisational structures; 
Some skills for different types of 
work and networking;  
Limited meaningful opportunities 
to offer for members;  
Some spirit of volunteerism BUT 
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on full OD BUT 
original 
mechanism 




focuses on the 





Activity-CSO orientation, example of CSO A 
Before the Programme CSO A was concerned with some very basic things: having its 
own office and engaging in community work with others. Its office had been demolished 
in 2006 to make way for a road, and since then it had borrowed some working space 
from other CSOs. It desired an office. Working without it hampered its basic activities. 
Its development was also hindered by some knowledgeable key members leaving, 
which was difficult to balance with new members who were enthusiastic but usually 
less knowledgeable. At the beginning of 2009 it had finally been given some land and 
was starting to build an office when the Programme began. Despite its relatively high 
member turnover and limited opportunities of growth and participation for volunteers, 
CSO A still had some committed members who volunteered in the construction and 
furnishing of the office. Also YAK could facilitate the construction. The office helped it to 
get more organised and effective at work and in engaging volunteers. 
 
Despite some basic challenges, CSO A did not seem survival driven. The mechanism 
of activity-CSO orientation made it more open to all OD and more engaged in making 
different activities benefit the whole CSO and not only individuals than the mechanisms 
of activity-individual and activity-CSO-individual orientations would have made. This 
made its mechanism similar to CSO D’s mechanism before CSO D established a 
mechanism of holistic development. Compared to CSO F and G, CSO A’s members 
demonstrated more confidence in and commitment to team work for the CSO and did 
not stress personal challenges to which the CSO would be responding. Their overall 
spirit was more directed to the positive. Some members said they appreciated pocket 
money from projects with other actors but mentioned it less often than CSO F and 
seemed less driven by such opportunities.  
 
CSO A also demonstrated more interest and ability to grasp the given OD information 
by successfully establishing a new board and revising its constitution, by attracting new 
key members and by its members showing wide appreciation of internal structural 
changes and specifically stressing them to support their involvement in the CSO. This 
appreciation was one key factor differentiating its mechanism from CSO F’s and G’s 
mechanisms. Yet, the idea to these changes came from YAK. After its agency for the 
office it showed no evidence of its own agency or further plans in internal functioning. 
Some small initiative for fuller OD could perhaps be seen in it starting to have more 
regular meetings, but it could also be due to practical reasons: new office and more 
work together. Although its member turnover and spirit of volunteering were improving, 
the CSO was unsure whether it could keep them up. Its fundraising and project work 





new funding or started a new project which could ensure its continuous vividness and 
attractiveness and facilitate its development. All in all, CSO A seemed still activity-CSO 
oriented. It seemed more receptive to produce a mechanism for holistic OD than CSO 
F or CSO G but lacked capacity for it. YAK saw that CSO A was among those requiring 
the greatest help and more than the Programme could give it to take it clearly forward. 
 
Table 12. CSO A's mechanism of activity-CSO orientation. 
























Little skills in HR work 




structures BUT no  
office of its own; 
Lack of focus at work;  
Some activities, 
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for its own 
project; 




Getting land for an 
office;  
No project of its own; 
various activities, types 
of cooperation and 
trainings for individual 
members;  





→ Mechanism hampers 
focus on full OD 







Pilot project funding; 
More knowledge and 
skills in organisational 
and project 
management and HR; 
New office and board; 
Revised CSO 
constitution; 
More confidence and 














of desire and 
action for it 
More meetings and 
activities that support 
both members’ and the 
CSO's growth;  
Appreciation of both OD 
efforts and the pilot 
project; 
Some outcomes in 
internal functioning BUT 
no clear pattern of 
action for full OD yet; 
→ The PP supports the 
original mechanism 
 
Several external factors beyond the Programme affected the development of CSO A in 
2008–2009. Post-election violence just before the Programme was among the most 
serious negative factors, injuring one member and hampering the CSO’s activities. 
Some construction work in the area forced some members to emigrate. There were 
also some personal reasons related to income, health and family issues hampering 
volunteering. Another factor was recently experienced CSO competition in an income 
generating activity that had been one main activity of CSO A. The CSO got tired of it 
and was looking for new activities. Key supportive factors included increasingly positive 
community support for its activities and cooperation with other actors which had 
ensured it some working space before its new office. Its improving recognition was 





6.2 Mechanisms of internal functioning 
 
A mechanism of internal functioning is a very general term and could refer to various 
mechanisms. I have included the identified mechanisms of internal dynamics and 
knowledge management under it as they relate to how well the CSO functions 
internally. They are also reflected in other capacity dimensions than internal functioning 
and closely linked to other presented mechanisms. 
 
6.2.1 Mechanism of internal dynamics 
 
Here internal dynamics is basically about how the CSO functions internally in the sense 
of stability, action, interaction and atmosphere among people, which can affect the 
CSO's performance and member turnover, which again affect internal dynamics. 
Internal dynamics and member involvement were not key topics in the data collection 
but popped up in discussions with CSO A, C, D and F in particular, thus providing 
sufficient data for their closer analysis. 
 
I started my examination of the mechanism of internal dynamics through analysing the 
influence of member turnover on it and pilot groups' development. The CSOs indicated 
member turnover to depend greatly on financial and other resources and their ability to 
motivate volunteers which were closely linked to several important contextual factors 
for internal dynamics. Volunteer based CSOs found it difficult to compete money-wise 
with paying employers or with other issues such as studies or family matters 
demanding the members' attention. The CSOs with external funding had faced 
decrease of staff or volunteer members if some funding had stopped. While these 
people could maybe still have volunteered on their free time, their priority had moved 
elsewhere.  
 
The CSOs discussed this challenge in the Evaluation workshop through volunteers' 
and beneficiaries' expectations for allowances. Their opinions on it varied from 
stressing the learning opportunity that volunteers and beneficiaries have for free in a 
project to stressing the poverty aspect. The time used for participating in the CSO's 
activities can be away from earning supper for the evening and in such a situation 
people may have to choose available work unless participation in a project ensures 
some income to cover their and possibly their dependants' immediate costs for the day. 
This was a common challenge for CSOs. At CSO level having stable financial situation 
and capacity to maintain it was a challenge particularly for CSO A and F who lacked 





question of financial independency was brought up mainly by CSO D who wanted to 
grow by doing more income generation so as to maintain self-sufficient and vivid. 
 
Particularly the CSOs relying on volunteer work needed other than financial incentives 
to keep members engaged. The data collection gave evidence of one CSO, CSO D, 
with a strong internal dynamics and reasonable member turnover despite being based 
on volunteer work and despite new events and experiences. It showed the importance 
of other motivators than money. According to the data on all CSOs, the general trend in 
member turnover seemed greatly affected by the following factors that relate to both 
means and agency of a CSO in internal dynamics and people’s motivation to join and 
stay in a CSO: the CSO's general stability; its interest and ability to develop and 
maintain active; ability to offer clear, meaningful opportunities to grow and act together; 
and the atmosphere and team work supporting the spirit of volunteerism and internal 
cohesion. Even the spread of knowledge among the members had contributed 
positively to internal dynamics of the example CSOs. However, I decided to separate 
knowledge management as a mechanism since it refers to more than mere dynamics.  
 
The mechanism of internal dynamics was positive and enabling or problematic and 
hindering from the perspective of organisational development. It was constantly 
effective and active rather than dormant. While the findings point to examples of both 
OD enabling (CSO D) and hindering (CSO F) persisting mechanisms of internal 
dynamics, there were also two examples of this mechanism being triggered with a 
change process towards a full mechanism change (CSO A and C). The positive that 
happened took place in an interplay with the Programme and other contextual factors 
that enabled the CSOs to improve performance, internal commitment, cohesion and 
confidence in itself and finally to reach empowerment.  
 
The mechanism of OD enabling internal dynamics seemed rather independent of 
events and experiences in CSO D in which the mechanism existed without the 
Programme. Meanwhile, the triggering of mechanism changes towards OD enabling 
internal dynamics in CSO A and C seemed rather dependent on the Programme and 
the pilot projects in particular. The context analysis did not point to other external 
factors that could have facilitated a similar change during the Programme. The 
mechanism changed and produced a rather sustainable pattern of behaviour in CSO C 
while in CSO A it was still in a change process. This difference seemed to derive from 
CSO C's stronger stand on its own feet and ability to keep active. The factors that had 
mainly hampered its work before had been largely overcome. CSO C was also more 





I identified the mechanism of internal dynamics or its change process beneficial in CSO 
A, C and D to the extent that it generated their empowerment by the end of the 
Programme. Other CSOs did not show similar empowerment. Some analysis could be 
done on why exactly these CSOs reached empowerment. The reasons are connected 
to a combination of similarities that differentiated them from other CSOs. They had 
been assistant implementers in other CSOs’ projects but had not received direct 
external funding before the Programme so their ability to keep their CSOs vivid 
depended greatly on their voluntary efforts. They seemed relatively inexperienced as 
CSOs in project and organisational management and had a fairly good set of OD 
supportive, nascent or existent mechanisms that together with enough supportive or 
permissive contextual factors enabled them to empower.  
 
The effect of the Programme was crucial. It could be argued that they would not have 
reached similar empowerment without it. They had nothing similar happening during it 
and all Programme counterparts indicated that capacity building programmes are rare 
for small grassroots CSOs in Kenya. In comparison, also CSO B and E had many 
empowerment supportive mechanisms and contextual factors, but they were more 
developed and experienced with projects and thus had probably experienced similar 
feelings of empowerment with projects earlier. Meanwhile, CSO F and G seemed to 
have less beneficial mechanisms to show similar empowerment by the time of the 
Evaluation. CSO C and D seemed more able than CSO A to maintain empowerment 
and benefit of it in further work for the same reasons that differentiated CSO A's 
mechanism's change process from CSO C's. CSO C and D had other more OD 
supportive mechanisms, too, namely the mechanisms of cause focus and holistic OD. 
 
Persisting OD enabling mechanism, example of CSO D 
CSO D was an example of a persisting OD enabling mechanism of internal dynamics. 
Before the Programme it had desired its own project of strong community interest, but 
due to for example inexperience in fundraising and project management it had focused 
on other ways of action. The pilot project enabled it to realise this desire and combined 
its earlier ways of action with increased stakeholder dialogue as explained with the 
mechanism of cause focus. "– – We were responding to a need in the community. That 
was the big difference [to earlier work in assisting other CSOs in their activities]463". 
 
CSO D’s project implementation faced several challenges such as conflicts between 
the police and locals, difficulties to get the police attend discussions, an outbreak of 
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cholera in the area and the national constitutional review process. They required CSO 
D to use all its networks, knowledge and skills, to intensify its teamwork and adjust the 
plan to meet stakeholder concerns, ensure their support and get everything done. "We 
used to have so many meetings [due to the challenges] – –  Because at the end of the 
day it was our [first] project and we did not want to throw it away.464" CSO D valued 
highly that the project enabled it for the first time to properly identify each member's 
comparative strengths and organise the work accordingly. This together with its 
persistence and commitment at the face of challenges, desire to do the project well and 
networks enabled that all planned stakeholders participated and activities were done. 
This was important for the CSO, too, because it had not managed to fully complete its 
plan at earlier work. Its teamwork and spirit of working together improved.  
 
CSO D also stressed how its capacities to facilitate, deal with authorities, do financial 
management and project reporting and act accountably were enhanced, bringing 
confidence in its own work. Its work was also eased by decreasing arbitrary arrests of 
its members. These improvements together with the CSO's feeling of being able to 
reach objectives together despite challenges created a feeling of CSO empowerment 
which could be noted during the data collection and which it had used in further work. 
Yet, it is possible that the CSO felt empowered even before the Programme in some 
form. At least both it and YAK indicated that CSO D had been very enthusiastic at work 
even before. Nevertheless, all data indicated that the Programme boosted its 
empowerment and mechanism of OD enabling internal dynamics. 
 
CSO D’s teamwork was supported by the fact that most key members had remained, 
new trained people had joined and replaced the leaving ones and there were no 
particular member changes during the Programme. The CSO did not show particular 
concern of people leaving, which was linked to the members' confidence in and 
commitment to the CSO. Their persistence at work was supported by a history or 
overcoming difficult challenges. While the majority of pilot groups had few people with 
beneficial training, CSO D's core members were all trained at its work and confident in 
their abilities. The permanence of members was also supported by its high activity level 
that ensured continuous meaningful development and working opportunities for them 
even without external funding. Yet, some members expected some allowances and not 
having any may affect their involvement. The CSO's capacity to apply for funding 
independently was yet to be proven. Meanwhile, the CSO was rather straightforward in 
its desire to avoid funding that could create dependency or imply compromises at work. 
                                               
464





Table 13. CSO D's mechanism of internal dynamics. 
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Triggered OD enabling mechanism, example of CSO C  
CSO C had a strong desire to have a project of its own to contribute to human rights in 
its community. Yet, before the Programme this was difficult as its energies were mainly 
going to its internal conflict and the conflict with its mother CSO that affected its spirit of 
volunteerism and confidence at its own work. The CSO had an OD hindering 
mechanism of internal dynamics. Member turnover, organising activities, keeping vivid 
and offering meaningful opportunities for volunteers to grow and work were 
challenging. The CSO indicated that volunteer involvement tends to fluctuate 
depending on available external funding. It meant that truly committed members may 
be few. Many expected allowances.  
 
The Programme helped CSO C to overcome persisting conflicts, stabilise it internally 
and realise its desire for its own human rights project in the community. The members 
stated that doing the project with YAK's support throughout it and reaching common 
goals as a team were the key benefits of the Programme. Everyone could participate 
meaningfully for the community and learn in the project, which had not been possible 
earlier as their mother CSO used to pick only some individuals for the work. All this 
together with increasingly permissive or supportive relevant authorities and the positive 
beneficiary feedback and activation in demanding for their rights increased the 
members’ commitment in CSO C and confidence at their own work, abilities and 
networks. The spirit of volunteerism grew after the CSO could organise its activities 
better. Regular meetings and communication on them brought regularity into the 
members' involvement and transparency on what happened in the CSO. Overcoming 
the internal conflict, distancing itself from the mother CSO with YAK's facilitation and 





members. "After being united, you can now – – trust one another.465" And trust, if 
anything, is a basic ingredient of a well-functioning CSO.  
 
All in all, the members' narratives and expressions pointed at CSO empowerment and 
a triggered OD enabling mechanism of internal dynamics replacing the OD hampering 
one by the end of the Programme. Internal dynamics was improving along with 
member turnover, performance and wider organisational development. The mechanism 
change seemed rather sustainable since the CSO had been able to get funding for a 
new project and maintain active. This brought its volunteers continuous opportunities 
for meaningful participation and growth. Its enthusiasm and success in networking, 
fundraising and project work increased the probability to find further funding and keep 
up its internal dynamics.  
 
Table 14. CSO C's mechanism of internal dynamics. 







in the community;  
Tensions between 
the locals and the 
police;  
Some useful 
trainings for some 
members; 
Stakeholder support; 
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project of its 
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No project of its own, only 
some activities;  
Conflicts persist; 
Risk of losing commitment, 
spirit of volunteerism or 
confidence in its own work 
partly realised;  
High member turnover; 
Equal or less activity 


























Doing the pilot 
project; 
Increased desire 
and action to 
network and 
fundraise further 
Increased spirit of 
volunteerism, commitment 
and unity; 
Improved project work and 
confidence in their own 
abilities; 
Increased activity;  
Improving member 
turnover 
Funding for a new project 
with new networks 
→ Mechanism change with 
a rather sustainable 
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6.2.2 Mechanism of knowledge management 
 
Knowledge management was more of a hidden theme than internal dynamics in the 
data collection and greatly up to each CSO to bring it into the discussion. All CSOs but 
one, CSO G, produced enough data for general comparison in it. The mechanism of 
knowledge management means here the CSO's ability and pattern-like action to 
develop, share and maintain learning and knowledge that is, at best, written in its 
memory or processes. It can be unconsciously produced as part of other action. I saw 
that all CSOs had this mechanism, even if in the form of basic sharing of knowledge as 
part of meetings and collective learning through common action, but that the 
mechanism varied in strength. It was rather independent of conditions, events and 
experiences and existent even if inactive. The CSO could have, for instance, a low 
period in meetings and knowledge sharing but when meetings were organised, some 
sharing would happen. The Programme supported positive attitudes and action 
towards more sharing and learning together to help the CSOs benefit better of the 
Programme. While the mechanism remained at a more or less equal level of strength 
throughout the Programme in most CSOs, I present CSO A as an example of a 
strengthening mechanism of knowledge management to which the Programme 
contributed. I discuss CSO F as an example of a persistent weak mechanism of 
knowledge management in Annex 4. 
 
When the strength of CSOs' mechanism of knowledge management is compared, 
basically all CSOs had room for improvement. Practically all CSOs would have wanted 
more members trained in the Programme’s joint trainings to build knowledge in their 
CSO. The ones who were trained rarely demonstrated to have shared all they learnt in 
their CSO. However, most groups had discussed some of it together and had benefited 
of their members' comparative knowledge in the pilot project through teamwork, 
sharing responsibilities and related learning together. Particularly CSO C and D 
indicated to have generated good organisational learning and empowerment.  
 
The strength of CSOs' mechanism of knowledge management was also seen in CSO 
specific Programme activities. While according to YAK, CSO G involved a very limited 
number of people in sessions with it, CSO C and D involved all members and the 
sessions were always full of people. Especially CSO B and D demonstrated eagerness 
in their speaking and behaviour to spread learning by enabling various members to 
represent their CSO in different events. All in all, in CSO C and D sharing learning and 
involving all members in meetings or activities so that everyone knows and learns 





work. The mechanism seemed rather strong also in CSO B and E who brought up 
sharing within them and with others as something obvious at their work. Meanwhile, the 
mechanism was weaker but strengthening in CSO A, and weak and persistent in CSO 
F. YAK's comments and other data supported these findings. 
 
The strength of the mechanism of knowledge management was also reflected in 
networking. For example, while most CSOs were not very active in networking between 
themselves, CSO C showed eagerness to share information on funding opportunities 
between pilot groups through email and CSO D suggested the pilot groups to continue 
networking after the Programme and to create a virtual forum for sharing information. 
CSO B and E had been particularly active in sharing information with YAK. 
 
Strengthening mechanism of knowledge management, example of CSO A 
Before the Programme CSO A had a weak mechanism in knowledge management. 
Maintaining knowledge was difficult for it due to some key members leaving with useful 
knowledge. New members were rarely as knowledgeable although there were positive 
exceptions of new members with important knowledge for the pilot project. Still, the 
CSO was rather dependent on its leader who was the only founding member left and 
knew more of CSO work than most others. The leader and several members 
demonstrated attitudes for sharing and growth of both members and the CSO, and a 
routine of making their knowledge benefit the CSO in their work and related meetings. 
Yet, structures and practices for systematic CSO level knowledge management were 
rather undeveloped. Having no office of its own limited the CSO’s basic information 
sharing and action. It was working to get an office. It did community work with others 
and sought a project but lacked means such as relevant knowledge and skills for it. 
 
CSO A's mechanism of knowledge maintenance started strengthening after it joined 
the Programme, got its own office, reorganised its structures and volunteers and 
particularly when its pilot project started. The number of meetings and activities grew 
for regular volunteer engagement. It was having more people and knowledge for the 
work. Particularly the project and related meetings and teamwork generated collective 
learning and new knowledge on project work, community interaction and other issues. 
The CSO was now to ensure this learning and knowledge stays and benefits its future 
work even if people leave. Some members pointed at the importance of sharing 
knowledge and learning by saying that next time they should involve more members in 
activities so that more people would know how to do the work. Yet, there were no clear 
examples of such action for more shared learning and knowledge maintenance. Thus, 





relatively weak but gradually stronger mechanism of knowledge management, to which 
the Programme contributed. Although its knowledge management had been supported 
by its action for its office and project and it was better organised to encourage the 
members' involvement and knowledge sharing, the strength of its knowledge 
management seemed uncertain. It was still relatively inexperienced with funding and 
projects and with a risk not to maintain vivid and attractive for volunteer involvement. 
 
Table 15. CSO A's mechanism of knowledge management. 
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6.3 Summary and comparisons 
 
My analysis resulted in the identification of CSOs’ mechanisms that persisted during 
the Programme hampering or supporting organisational development (OD) and 
empowerment and mechanisms that were enabled or triggered with a full or still 
continuing change process that benefited OD and empowerment.  
 
Table 16. Mechanisms from the viewpoint of CSO development and empowerment. 
More OD supportive mechanisms Less OD supportive mechanisms 





OD enabling internal dynamics OD hindering internal dynamics 





I have divided the identified mechanisms in Table 16 into more or less OD supportive in 
order to clarify their relative potential for OD in all capacity dimensions and for CSO 
empowerment. Depending of the mechanisms, all CSOs were  
 cause focused or fund-seeking 
 holistically developing or activity oriented, and 
 CSO, individual or individual-CSO oriented. 
These mechanisms describe CSOs’ orientations towards their own work and 
organisational development. Cause focus versus fund-seeking means that the CSO is 
driven by a rather solid cause it works and fundraises for versus being without a solid 
focus and relatively ready to grasp on any available work and funding. Holistically 
developing means developing all capacity dimensions of internal functioning, 
performance and relationships – full OD –, while activity orientation implies developing 
only the latter two. CSO orientation refers to CSOs with the mechanism of holistic 
development and activity-CSO orientation, to making CSO work develop principally the 
CSO instead of mere individuals, as implied by the individual orientation. The 
individual-CSO oriented CSO, in turn, is mainly focused on development that supports 
the survival of individuals and the CSO. I also identified the following mechanisms of 
internal functioning in some CSOs: the mechanism of OD enabling or hindering internal 
dynamics and the mechanism of relatively strong or weak knowledge management. 
 
Figures 6 and 7 summarise the CSOs’ key developments, including mechanisms, 
mechanism changes and related particular CSO empowerment during the Programme. 
As a short summary, 
a) CSO A had persisting less OD supportive mechanisms of fund-seeking and activity-
CSO orientation. Its mechanism of OD hindering internal dynamics was changing 
towards OD enabling internal dynamics with related particular CSO empowerment. 
Its mechanism of knowledge management was strengthening.  
b) CSO B had persisting more OD beneficial mechanisms of cause focus and holistic 
development and relatively strong knowledge management. It experienced particular 
empowerment related to its mechanism of holistic development.  
c) CSO C had a persisting mechanism of cause focus and relatively strong knowledge 
management. Its mechanism of holistic OD was enabled and its mechanism of OD 
hindering internal dynamics was replaced by an OD enabling one with related 
particular CSO empowerment.  
d) Even CSO D experienced CSO empowerment related especially to its mechanism 
of OD enabling internal dynamics which persisted during the Programme along with 
its mechanism of cause focus and relatively strong knowledge management. Its 






e) CSO E had persisting more OD supportive mechanisms of cause focus, holistic 
development and relatively strong knowledge management. 
f) CSO F had persisting less OD beneficial mechanisms of fund-seeking, individual-
activity orientation, OD hindering internal dynamics and relatively weak knowledge 
management. 
g) CSO G had a more OD supportive mechanism of cause focus and a less OD 
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Figure 7. Two CSOs with a milder development trend and related mechanisms. 
 
Figures 6 and 7 also illustrate the OD trend. It was relatively strong in CSO B, C, D and 
E who had many positive developments. I could argue that CSO C’s development 
curve rose the clearest of all CSOs after the Programme started. This related to its 
severe challenges before the Programme and its clear steps forward during it. Also 
CSO A experienced several organisational improvements. Yet, while CSO B, C, D and 
E had a strong probability to keep an upward OD trend due to good means and several 
OD supportive mechanisms, CSO A’s combination of mechanisms was less OD 
beneficial and the future direction of its OD trend more unsure. In CSO F and G the OD 
curve was milder than in others mainly due to less OD supportive mechanisms. 
 
Mechanisms and their potential for full organisational development 
Out of these mechanisms, particularly the mutual existence of cause focus and holistic 
development seemed to give great potential for and generate positive changes from 
the viewpoint of CSO development in all capacity dimensions. The mechanism of 
holistic development actually always coexisted with a mechanism of cause focus, 
which should not be a surprise since the definition of the capacity dimension of internal 
functioning actually includes having a clear purpose. Meanwhile, cause focus did not 
always coexist with and mean holistic OD as the example of CSO G showed. This 
highlights the relative importance of the mechanism of holistic OD for all-round 
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 Relatively focused on individual development 
 Project on children’s rights 
 Relatively focused on survival of individuals and the CSO  





While the mechanism of activity-CSO orientation benefited mainly the development of 
performance and relationships capacities, it also welcomed facilitated development in 
capacities of internal functioning. This made it the closest to the mechanism of holistic 
OD compared to activity-individual and activity-individual-CSO orientations that could 
even hamper efforts or progress in OD and in internal functioning in particular. The 
mechanisms of internal dynamics and knowledge management boosted OD particularly 
when internal dynamics was OD enabling and knowledge management relatively 
strong or strengthening when compared between the CSOs. Also the identified 
particular – meaning rather sustainable – empowerment seemed to rise especially in 
the CSOs with these more OD beneficial mechanisms. 
 
The data collection gave enough data for analysing the mechanism of internal 
dynamics in four CSOs and the mechanism of knowledge management in six CSOs. 
The data indicated that all CSOs with both a mechanism of holistic OD and cause 
focus had more OD beneficial mechanisms of knowledge management and internal 
dynamics than those with mechanisms of fund-seeking and activity-individual or 
activity-CSO orientation. The mechanisms of internal dynamics and knowledge 
management were improving at the presence of an activity-CSO orientation but not 
with an activity-individual orientation. As the activity-CSO orientation was closer to 
holistic OD than the activity-individual orientation, it seemed that the stronger a CSO's 
mechanism was oriented towards holistic OD, the more likely the CSO had more OD 
beneficial mechanisms of knowledge management and internal dynamics. This should 
not be surprising as an interest and agency in holistic OD could include considering 
internal dynamics and knowledge management in line with their definitions and as the 
mechanisms of internal dynamics and knowledge management were mechanisms of 
internal functioning. This also confirms the idea of interrelated mechanisms. 
 
The division of mechanisms per CSOs simplifies the reality. Although some 
mechanisms dominated, most CSOs also had features of other mechanisms. As an 
example, also CSO A and F showed some agency for different causes while lacking a 
clear, stable direction. Also CSO A, F and G did changes related to internal functioning 
but mostly in YAK’s facilitation from the start and/or without their own agency in them. 
Also CSO B, C, D and E were keen on and supported individual development and 









Mechanism changes and strengthening and CSO empowerment 
What finally made the CSOs develop and empower as they did seemed to be the sum 
of the interaction of their mechanisms, related changes and contextual factors of which 
possibly only some could be identified in this thesis. Mechanisms changed fully with a 
new mechanism replacing an existing one with a new pattern of behaviour in the CSO 
and partially with a new mechanism being triggered but not yet fully replacing some old 
mechanism. A full change would have required a new rather sustainable pattern of 
behaviour, meaning that it met the criteria of a mechanism as rather independent of 
conditions, events and experiences and existent even if inactive. Enabling or 
strengthening of a mechanism usually included some changes within the mechanism 
and/or in the context that benefited the mechanism. Practically all persisting 
mechanisms were strengthened whether they were in line with the Programme's efforts 
for holistic OD or not. Thus in the cases of CSO A, F and G the Programme did not 
succeed in changing the mechanisms of activity-CSO, activity-individual or activity-
individual-CSO orientation but ended up supporting particularly the latter two.  
 
The triggered but still not fully changed mechanisms and still unsure strengthening of 
more OD supportive mechanisms were all located in CSO A while all other identified 
mechanism changes or strengthening were estimated rather sustainable. The 
uncertainties of CSO A seemed connected to its relative inexperience, considerable 
development needs and bigger past and current change processes in mechanisms or 
elsewhere when compared with many other CSOs. Another related factor was its 
persistent mechanism of fund-seeking instead of cause focus that could have helped it 
forward. These factors made the estimation of its future direction and development 
difficult compared to many other, more stable CSOs. 
 
Mechanism change processes concentrated in CSO A, C and D which also 
experienced particular empowerment during the Programme. The mechanism 
strengthening that was beneficial for all organisational development coincided with 
CSO empowerment in some CSOs (CSO B's holistic OD, CSO D's internal dynamics 
and CSO A's knowledge management) but not in all of them. This seemed to depend 
at least on their general development level, attitudes and other mechanisms. The 
identified contextual factors were permissive in all those cases. 
 
As assumed, the interrelated nature of mechanisms and organisational qualities 
together with contextual factors largely explained why similar Programme efforts and 
some similar mechanisms produced different outcomes or why different mechanisms 





Programme efforts and had similarities in the mechanism of fund-seeking and in 
activity orientation but due to differences in, for example, their orientation towards the 
growth of mainly individuals or the CSO, their internal dynamics and knowledge 
management, CSO A seemed to produce more OD outcomes in all capacity areas than 
CSO F. In addition, CSO F seemed rather unlikely to experience considerable, longer 
lasting empowerment due to its combination of mechanisms challenging its overall 
development and it showed no empowerment during data collection while CSO A had 
reached empowerment with its rather OD beneficial combination of mechanisms and 
their changes. Yet, these changes had not yet fully realised and it did not develop a 
mechanism of holistic OD or cause focus. To continue empowered was more uncertain 
for CSO A than for CSO B, C or D for the same reasons as the full change or 
strengthening of some of its mechanisms remained unsure. All in all, the more the CSO 
had established mechanisms beneficial for full OD, the more sustainable seemed its 
CSO empowerment reached through a mechanism change or strengthening. 
 
Meanwhile, it seemed that CSO empowerment could develop practically in any CSO 
despite its mechanisms if the CSO acted as an agent and reached something it valued 
in its work but that the sustainability of empowerment would depend more on its 
combination of mechanisms and context. Thus, in addition to the particular CSO 
empowerment as marked in Figures 6 and 7, basically all CSOs had experienced some 
empowerment through their pilot project and related agency, learning and growth. The 
identified CSO empowerment involved what was described as typical for it: It had both 
psychological and behavioural features such as a growing sense of responsibility and 
commitment to develop the CSO and achieve goals together and perseverance and 
innovation in action, translating into better organisational performance and wellbeing. It 
seemed to come both during and as a result of their development and action with 
several simultaneous processes that were supported by permissive or supportive 
contextual factors, including Programme related complementary and concurrent 
capacity building efforts that gave new resources and helped use them without 
impeding the independent functioning of internal processes and agency. 
 
All CSOs showed excitement and plans to continue with the idea of their project but the 
probability of actual continuation with these plans and the feeling of empowerment was 
greater in CSO B, C, D and E than in CSO A, F or G. At least in CSO F the project 
related empowerment seemed largely passed already. All in all, while CSO 
empowerment or even the identified particular CSO empowerment did not require all 
more OD supportive mechanisms, it seemed important not to have especially the 





mechanism of activity-individual-CSO orientation if endogenous CSO development and 
sustainable CSO empowerment were sought. 
 
The context of each CSO was unique, making it difficult to name shared contextual 
factors for their empowerment. Generally said, an enabling or permissive context for 
CSO development and empowerment in this intervention contained relatively stable 
and supportive political, economic, social and health conditions and supportive or 
permissive stakeholder relations from authorities to beneficiaries and other CSOs 
affecting their work, including cooperative rather than competing or negative attitudes 
and action towards them. Particularly in the most volunteering based CSOs members’ 
development challenges and life situations affected their involvement and the CSOs’ 
functioning. The CSOs with more OD supportive mechanisms were better able to resist 
their possible harmful effects. In a supportive context there was also demand for the 
CSO’s work and a beneficial funding climate with external funders and their interests 






7 TOWARDS A TOOL FOR REALISTIC EVALUATION OF CSO 
DEVELOPMENT AND EMPOWERMENT 
 
This chapter answers the fourth research question on the tool that I developed in 
earlier chapters for studying facilitated CSO development and empowerment with the 
approach of realistic evaluation and then used in the analysis. The tool consists of the 
Transformation model in Figure 4 and the Matrix (Table 3) and Figure 5 based on that 
Model. As described in previous chapters, I embraced realistic evaluation only after 
data collection. This meant limiting the use of the tool to the analysis of mechanisms 
and related CSO development and empowerment and not for full CMO theory making 
as typical in realistic evaluation. Thus, I will discuss the tool’s potential and use mainly 
in regard to the analysis of the above mentioned issues. 
 
The tool supported well the process of identifying and analysing mechanisms related to 
CSOs’ development and empowerment, their potential change process and related 
influential factors. While the Transformation model and Figure 5 helped imagine and 
analyse each CSO’s specific situation in its totality in a form of a figure, the Matrix 
based on the part of C + M = O in the Model was essential in further organising and 
analysing more specific bits and pieces for mechanisms of each CSO. 
  
The division of mechanisms into means and agency, their analysis as part of the bigger 
image with the assistive definitions and questions in the Matrix as well as the 
comparison of early ideas on mechanisms in different CSOs with the Matrix and Figure 
5 was particularly helpful. Constructing mechanisms and understanding their changes 
and why something had worked for some CSO but not for another was often 
challenging. Not only did the mechanisms have to meet the criteria of being rather 
independent of conditions, events and experiences and existent even when inactive, 
but they also had to be linked to patterns of behaviour. Furthermore, they had to be 
concise, clear and abstract enough to rise to the level of the real where mechanisms 
exist. Naming mechanisms clearly and concisely while describing them in enough 
detail was easier than being abstract. I acknowledge that in line with the reviewed 
studies with the approach of realistic evaluation, my level of abstractness with the 
mechanisms may not be very high. Nevertheless, I would still estimate to have 
succeeded quite well in being abstract with them. They seem abstract enough to be 
found also in other CSOs with certain conditions.  Similar findings in other studies are 






In total, it seems that while the summarising definitions of the mechanisms are quite 
general, compact and clear, their description in the Matrix brings particularity. Even if 
the mechanism was the same in different CSOs, their detailed descriptions bring out 
both similarities and differences which largely explained the CSOs’ differences in 
outcomes. Therefore I believe to have followed the idea of realistic evaluation in being 
context and actor specific while also trying to be abstract to ensure some 
generalisability with certain conditions. 
 
At times it was difficult to organise the Matrix because some factors like the spirit of 
volunteerism seemed to belong or actually belonged in some way both to means as a 
resource and to outcomes as a boost of resources. Actually one development area in 
the tool is the organisation and condensation of relevant factors within the Matrix. At 
least my data contained a high number of relevant factors for each CSOs’ context, 
mechanisms and outcomes that could be more clearly, compactly and systematically 
organised in each matrix. One possibility that may at least partially respond to this 
development need would be to better use the resource categories in Chapter 3.2 and 
tailor them for each case. I basically used those categories as part of ensuring that I 
considered all definitions in Chapters 3 and 4 in the analysis and that I did not miss any 
relevant means, contextual factors or outcomes but this could be more systematic and 
better reflected in the final layout of matrices.  
 
Meanwhile, I find the assistive definitions and questions on the context, means, agency 
and outcomes in the Matrix general enough to guide also other studies when the 
research subject is changed as appropriate. Also Figure 5 seems applicable in other 
studies of CSOs’ or other actors’ mechanisms. However, I would improve the naming 
of CSOs in Figure 5 and in the overall research to serve the reader better. My naming 
technique through letters as CSO A, B, and so on and CSOs’ general description for 
confidentiality reasons probably made their recognition hard for the reader and 
confused particularly where I proceeded to comparing CSOs’ mechanisms and 
empowerment. I tried to address this issue with short descriptions of CSO-specific 
developments in Figure 5 in the tool but it could probably be addressed better. 
 
I complemented the analysis and the tool with wider context analysis, which I would 
also use in further studies. It follows the context sensitivity of realistic evaluation, and 
based on this research experience it helps understand the connection of the 
intervention and CSO developments to larger trends and efforts of different levels in 






The illustrative potential of the Transformation model could be used even more to 
further support the analysis of mechanisms and empowerment of CSOs. As realistic 
evaluation sees the interplay of the context and mechanisms central for social change, 
the Model could be used, for example, for systematic drawing of the interactions and 
connections between a mechanism, key contextual factors and actors and other 
relevant things for each case, like the relationships between actors are drawn in a 
Venn diagram that I used in data collection. I also used the diagram to tell about 
relational changes during the intervention, and this could also be done with the Model 
by indicating the situation of all factors before and after the intervention. The currently 
rather simplistic OD curve in Figure 5 could be made more actor-specific by developing 
the used timeline exercise with the CSOs further. For example, the informants could be 
asked to actually draw the timeline with organisational ups and downs in time. These 
timelines could then be transferred to CSO-specific figures with the identified 
mechanism dynamics of CSOs below them as currently presented in Figures 5, 6 and 
7. To estimate how well these ideas actually work would require further testing. 
 
All in all, my experiences with the tool were encouraging. I can say that my findings 
give some answers to my methodological ambition to develop a tool for studying CSO 
development and empowerment with the approach of realistic evaluation and its 
mechanism thinking in particular but that the tool could be further developed. Based on 
my initial experiences and further ideas on the use of the tool, I would preliminarily 
estimate the tool to be useful at least for analysing the mechanisms and empowerment 
of different kinds of CSOs in situations with or without a capacity building intervention if 
not also for studies that aim to develop full CMO schemes. I also see no reason why it 
could not be applied in the study of other type of interventions and organisations or with 
a focus on other levels from individuals to different collective entities as in Figure 1. 
 
In studies with the approach of realistic evaluation from the start, the original research 
design and data collection could benefit from the tool by planning the methods to focus 
on key issues of realistic evaluation with the help of the grouping and questions in the 
Matrix. To meet the needs of realistic evaluation even better, ensure suitable and 
sufficient data for the tool and the analysis of mechanisms and increase the certainty of 
results on mechanisms, the ideas of mechanisms could be discussed with key 
intervention parties and their input sought throughout the mechanism drafting process. 
In addition, further development of the tool would benefit of discussions with relevant 
stakeholders in the South and North from donors, development practitioners and 
research subjects to others familiar with the use, development or research of this sort 





8 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
This chapter summarises the results in relation to my research aims, questions and 
assumptions, discusses them and their implications compared to existing literature and 
gives conclusions. Several of the identified mechanisms, their features, contextual 
factors and their interplay have been identified in other studies, although the concept of 
mechanism is rarely used. I will discuss such findings thematically. I will also further 
reflect on the data analysis, policy relevance and possibilities for further research. 
 
8.1 Research objectives, questions and assumptions revisited  
 
The main purpose of this thesis was to learn about the process of CSO development 
and possible empowerment in a capacity building intervention and the links between 
that process, related mechanisms and capacity building. I was to do this by examining 
the KIOS-YAK Partnership Programme and its target CSOs’ mechanisms. These 
mechanisms were specifically those that persisted during the Programme, either 
supporting or hampering CSO development and empowerment, and those that were 
enabled or triggered, possibly replacing an existing mechanism and thus furthering 
organisational development and empowerment. I also intended to study the effect of 
the intervention on these mechanisms, their changes and related outcomes. This 
examination was to be guided by a tool that I developed during my research for 
studying facilitated CSO development and empowerment with the approach of realistic 
evaluation.  
 
With these objectives I started with an overview of the Programme, its context and 
Evaluation on which I basically built the thesis. After that I reviewed literature on 
empowerment and developed my definition of CSO empowerment and model for 
facilitated CSO empowerment. Next I discussed the theme of evaluating organisational 
development and capacity building and realistic evaluation as the methodological 
approach of this thesis. I defined the concept of mechanism for this study and 
developed the model of facilitated CSO empowerment further into a Model that I could 
use for studying the phenomena with realistic evaluation. The reviewed literature 
supported well the formulation of my definitions and ideas on CSO empowerment, its 
facilitation and evaluation with realistic evaluation, although specifically the somewhat 
complex and confusing literature on relevant definitions for CSO empowerment made 
defining CSO empowerment a challenge. After this literature review and these concept 
and model formulations and before presenting the results I elaborated on my research 





complementary parts to the Model that together form my tool for studying mechanisms 
of CSO empowerment. 
 
I estimate to have largely achieved my research aims. The data analysis produced 
various interrelated answers to my research questions and to the basic question of 
realistic evaluation – what works for whom under particular conditions. I also believe to 
have contributed to the discussion on challenges and alternatives in evaluations and to 
a need for context sensitive evidence of empowerment and capacity building of smaller 
CSOs in development cooperation. In particular, I consider to have contributed to 
research on development CSOs’ organisational mechanisms, their effect on actual 
work and outcomes including possible empowerment through their interplay with the 
context and their evaluation with realistic evaluation. The tool I developed is my specific 
methodological contribution to such evaluations. 
 
Mechanisms, CSO development and empowerment 
As assumed, there were several Programme related positive outcomes among the 
studied CSOs, but not all of them developed as implementers assumed. As expected, 
genuine openness towards capacity building and organisational development (OD) as 
well as activity in OD contributed to their achievements and empowerment. This 
happened under the effect of organisational mechanisms and contextual factors that 
could be identified and analysed as presumed. The research findings confirm the idea 
of the centrality of the interplay of the mechanisms and the context for the ultimate 
outcomes and the understanding of outcome differences between the actors. The 
uniqueness of this interplay and each CSO made CSOs’ development different, despite 
similar capacity building and some similar internal and external conditions. 
 
I identified persistent mechanisms that were more or less OD supportive, and OD 
supportive mechanisms that were enabled or triggered with a full change or a 
continuing change process. The more OD supportive mechanisms included the 
mechanism of cause focus, holistic development, OD enabling internal dynamics and 
relatively strong knowledge management. The less OD supportive mechanisms were 
those of fund-seeking, activity-individual orientation, activity-individual-CSO orientation, 
activity-CSO orientation, OD hindering internal dynamics and relatively weak 
knowledge management. The intervention supported original, more OD supportive 
mechanisms and CSOs' development and empowerment as expected. Meanwhile, 
original, less OD beneficial mechanisms tended to persist and limit such development. 
The partial and full mechanism changes that were anyhow enabled or triggered for the 





soon as they occured, not only later by future actors, as I suggested in Chapter 4.2. 
Changes were still on-going and their future open especially in CSOs with several 
unsure variables and some persisting less OD supportive mechanisms. The results 
indicate that it is rather exceptional for an intervention to be not only contributive but 
necessary for a CSO to change in mechanisms or to empower, but this does happen. 
 
The results suggest CSOs’ mechanisms and their changes to be strongly interrelated. 
They bring more positive potential for development in all capacity dimensions and 
sustainable empowerment the more a CSO has mechanisms beneficial for all 
organisational development. Based on the analysis, the mechanism of holistic 
development is the most important, as it is likely to promote or imply the existence of 
many other OD supportive mechanisms including those of cause focus, strong 
knowledge management and OD enabling internal dynamics. While all CSOs 
experienced some empowerment, the more extensive and seemingly more sustainable 
empowerment concentrated in certain CSOs: those that had the identified OD 
beneficial mechanism changes in holistic development, knowledge management and 
particularly in internal dynamics. In the case of internal dynamics this particular CSO 
empowerment involved a change or strengthening of OD enabling internal dynamics in 
a favourable context. This study also confirms literature in Chapter 3 noting the 
connection of the effectiveness of capacity building and the organisation’s maturity 
level for the benefit of the less developed ones: It was those CSOs that worked on a 
fairly new issue to them that experienced active development, full or partial mechanism 
change and particular empowerment related to that issue. 
 
The example of one CSO, in turn, indicated that contrary to my assumption, the more 
OD supportive mechanisms do not necessarily have to be fully established for a 
particular CSO empowerment. It is enough to improve in OD beneficial issues and 
have a change process towards such mechanisms with beneficial attitudes and 
contextual factors. Yet, the results propose that if the more OD supportive mechanisms 
are not fully established, the CSO's potential to stay empowered may be lower. In total, 
as discussed in Chapter 3, empowerment could be seen without deeper level learning 
and change but its feeling and sustainability seemed stronger at the presence of 
deeper changes in the mindset and behaviour. In the language of mechanisms 
empowerment seemed stronger at the presence of full mechanism changes, an 
otherwise sufficient set of OD supportive mechanisms and their favourable interplay 






Meanwhile, the results suggest that the more OD supportive mechanisms do not 
guarantee empowerment even in favourable external conditions for reasons such as 
having a development phase unsuitable for certain empowerment or relatively critical or 
moderate attitudes towards the available means and change. The link between 
attitudes and empowerment was also noted in Chapter 3. In line with the literature in 
that chapter there were organisations and individuals receptive to all capacity building 
as well as those not ready for or keen on tackling deeper, more complex or sensitive 
OD issues. The findings also confirm that capacity building with little time and 
resources can be limited in solving deeper problems that in the studied CSOs came 
along with OD hindering mechanisms particularly when coexistent. After all, an 
intervention is only one of many contextual factors of which some may act against the 
intervention’s purposes. The results indicate that it is particularly important not to have 
the mechanisms of activity-individual-CSO orientation or activity-individual orientation 
and fund-seeking as a combination, if active, endogenous CSO development and 
sustainable empowerment are sought. 
 
At the absence of more data and examples of the CSOs with these mechanisms it is 
difficult to argue more generally about links between certain mechanisms, between 
mechanisms and CSO empowerment or some other factors. This would require further 
research but even then generalisations may not be taken very far. After all, this study 
had a limited scope, touching certain CSOs facilitated by a certain capacity builder with 
certain capacity building efforts and successful factors in particular contexts at a certain 
time, as realistic evaluation suggests for interventions. Meanwhile, I could already 
identify some mechanisms and their certain link to OD and empowerment under certain 
conditions in several CSOs. The reviewed literature further supports the estimation that 
these mechanisms and factors affecting CSO development and empowerment exist 
and direct many other CSOs in other interventions and contexts. However, the actual 
outcomes and dynamics of these mechanisms elsewhere cannot be foreseen as they 
could have been different even in these CSOs at another time. 
 
Reflections on the tool and its further development 
Developing a tool for realistic evaluation of CSO development and empowerment – the 
Transformation model in Figure 4 together with the Matrix (Table 3) and Figure 5 – and 
testing it and the theoretical approach in the analysis was a time consuming exercise 
but feels worth it now. I consider to have based the tool on a sufficient variety of 






The tool was useful in the data analysis by directing my attention to key issues from the 
viewpoint of realistic evaluation and research questions. It helped imagine the interplay 
between all relevant factors and actors related to each CSOs’ context, means, agency 
and outcomes. It also facilitated organising the data and finally in identifying and 
analysing mechanisms and their links to CSOs’ development and empowerment. All in 
all, the tool served well my research needs and methodological ambition to better 
understand how realistic evaluation and its mechanism thinking could be applied to the 
evaluation of CSOs’ capacity building and empowerment. I also estimate it suitable for 
studying other kinds of interventions, situations and actors and for developing CMO 
schemes as typical in realistic evaluation. Yet, knowing well the tool’s appropriateness 
for such studies would require more testing.  
 
Meanwhile, leaning on the principle of modesty in realistic evaluation, I believe that 
there is further literature and ideas that could help develop the tool further. Also my 
improvement ideas with the tool could be tested. In general, the tool would benefit of 
discussions with relevant stakeholders to ensure its better functionality and usability. I 
would suggest studies with it and the approach of realistic evaluation to be designed 
around the study of mechanisms or CMO schemes so that the research process would 
better support the use of the tool and the purposes of realistic evaluation and vice 
versa. The tool itself could guide the process by directing attention to key issues in 
realistic evaluation. It could helping imagine mechanisms or CMO schemes in action 
and discuss them with key actors of the studied intervention or situation. These actors 
would ideally be a strong part of the study throughout it, enabling a learning 
relationship between them and the researcher as highlighted in realistic evaluation466. 
Taking such a participatory approach to studying mechanisms would balance the role 
of the researcher and others and contribute to the utility and validity of results. 
 
As a further idea of improvement, more data could always be collected from CSOs’ key 
stakeholders such as partners, beneficiaries and authorities to further triangulate, 
validate and bring depth to the data and to guarantee its optimal suitability for the tool 
and related analysis. If the narrative research approach is still used, it might benefit of 
methodologies such as Most significant change which, according to James, supports 
creating stories of change and evaluating capacity building467. 
 
In studies interested to use the developed tool it might be a good idea to consider using 
even more mixed methods than I did. With this I mean not only mixed qualitative 
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methods but also possibly some quantitative methods of data collection and analysis, 
as some reviewed studies with realistic evaluation in Chapter 5 have done. This should 
be done in careful consideration of what combination of methods ensures best the 
satisfaction of the needs of the research, the tool and the approach of realistic 
evaluation. Mixed methods are generally recommended for evaluations to ensure 
sufficient, appropriate and credible data468. They may also help to move from subtle 
realism towards stronger realism with stronger certainty that the data reveals the truth 
and not only one version of the truth in an issue. On the other hand, based on this 
research and critical realist and other literature as in Chapters 4 and 5, I doubt whether 
the truth about complex social phenomena could be uncovered fully and for sure with 
any methods. This is the limitation that social research may just have to live with. 
 
8.2 Thematic conclusions and suggestions for further research 
 
Survival, reputation and ability to change 
The link between legitimation, reputation and survival discussed in Chapter 2.2 and 
efforts for them were seen in all example CSOs. They got emphasised at the presence 
of mechanisms of activity-individual and activity-individual-CSO orientation that implied 
a stronger emphasis on survival and status boost than average. The mechanism of 
activity-individual orientation also exemplified the suggestion of Holma and Kontinen 
that participation in a workshop may be generated by a need to gain status within the 
CSO469 as the mechanism took the form of the CSO's representatives repeatedly 
highlighting their personal input in the Programme at the presence of others. All in all, 
the results on mechanisms of activity-individual, activity-individual-CSO and activity-
CSO orientations and fund-seeking in particular confirm earlier literature in Chapter 2.2 
by suggesting that survival can be a challenge for many small CSOs in resource scarce 
contexts and tends to direct attention away from organisational development issues.  
 
Meanwhile, the mechanisms of cause focus and holistic development showed that a 
CSO can focus on all-round organisational development and its cause even if it was 
struggling to survive in the middle of internal and external conflicts. This could be a 
relieving finding, although not any golden rule, for a Northern development actor 
worrying of Southern partners’ future in the middle of prevailing challenges in 
development cooperation. One important ingredient in those mechanisms and related 
finding a way out of challenges seems to be the persistence and confidence at their 
own work and the related drive and ability to change and adapt to change when 
                                               
468
 See e.g. Hailey et al. 2005, 16. 
469





needed that were highlighted in Chapter 3 as crucial for organisational survival and 
development. They relate to a CSO’s internal functioning and thus to the mechanism of 
holistic development in particular but also to mechanisms of internal functioning in 
general. The data gave clear examples of the ability and drive to change when needed 
in those CSOs only that had the mechanism of holistic development. The same CSOs 
also had the mechanism of cause focus supporting their drive and ability to change by 
directing it for the purposes of their cause and legitimation in their context. Their 
changes did not seem driven from above or outside but from below and from inside 
with critical adaption of new issues to fit to the cause and developing without losing 
closeness to beneficiaries. This is worth mentioning particularly as the general 
discussion acknowledges the risk of CSOs growing out of touch of their beneficiaries or 
being born without close connection to and true representation of their beneficiaries470. 
 
Money, participation, dependence and internal dynamics 
CSO's high expectations and appreciation of funding is considered a general challenge 
in donor funded capacity building interventions and can be lessened to some extent by 
using a local facilitator471 as happened in the Programme. Yet, the challenge persisted. 
In other literature this challenge has been discussed at least in relation to ActionAid 
Kenya's capacity building program in which the CSO did both funding and capacity 
building and then struggled with CSOs emphasising financial support as the main 
benefit of the partnership472. I identified similar cases in the studied Programme too, but 
luckily most CSOs had genuine OD expectations and mechanisms or attitudes 
supporting all-inclusive OD that decreased the relative importance of funding and made 
them keen on capacity building and more receptive to empowerment.  
 
The link between funding and increased expectations of volunteers and beneficiaries 
on paying allowances for participating in project activities versus learning as a 
motivator to participate could also be argued to be a shared dilemma for CSOs in many 
communities receiving external development funding. It is connected practically to all 
identified mechanisms and particularly to the mechanism of internal dynamics. It 
highlights the influence of the context on CSOs’ work. In the often harsh economic 
contexts of development projects it can become increasingly difficult for those not 
offering money to keep their beneficiaries and volunteers motivated if in the meantime 
others pay them for participating in their activities.473 The challenge has been referred 
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to as workshopping in the general context of CSOs with related struggles and 
generative processes474. In this study the risk of volunteers adopting an attitude to 
participate when paid and its disturbance of the CSO’s work came out clearest at the 
presence of several less OD supportive mechanisms. The most important were the 
mechanisms of OD hindering internal dynamics, fund-seeking and activity-individual 
orientation. This risk and the workshopping trend raise a worry on lack of genuine 
interest to participate and its potential to limit learning, particularly collective learning 
and through that collective empowerment as explained in Chapter 3. The analysis gave 
both positive and negative examples of the link between these factors. 
 
The results indicate that even the more OD and learning supportive mechanisms may 
not suffice to ensure participation or involvement without compensation in a context of 
severe resource scarcity. This is noted in other literature475, too. In such situations it is 
understandable why some development actors have considered it fair to compensate 
project participants while maybe not foreseeing it to create as a problematic dilemma 
for volunteering in CSOs as it has. The findings also support earlier literature explained 
in Chapter 2.2 on the general trend of brain-drain particularly from small, fully voluntary 
CSOs to bigger, paying employers. Based on the results, this drainage risk is high 
especially in CSOs without a mechanism of OD supportive internal dynamics.  
 
The results also point at the funding related dependence risk discussed in Chapter 2.2 
and 3.3 and challenges in staying independent and uncompromised at work if the CSO 
is to grow. The alternative road to grow with mere member or community contributions 
and income generating activities guaranteeing more independence was brought up by 
a volunteer based CSO with particularly strong OD supportive mechanisms. This road 
can be hard unless the CSO is willing to stay smaller and able to withstand contrary 
trends of the CSO world. I would assume that the more such a volunteer based CSO or 
any CSO is affected by outside influences, the stronger its OD supportive mechanisms 
need to be to resist harmful influences and maintain motivation to learn and participate 
in events for the sake of learning and serving its cause. It would be interesting to study 
this and the mechanisms of such CSOs further as probable exceptions in the CSO 
world and what more they could teach about independence, uncompromised cause 
focus and volunteering as sources of continuously vivid agency and success in civil 
society. 
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The above mentioned challenges and mechanisms related to funding, participation and 
learning bring up the contradictions of development interventions discussed in Chapter 
3.3 – that interventions do not necessarily come with good things only for the 
community. They may change local ways of thinking and action and skew local 
development and activism in a detrimental way. This can mean changes not only in 
targeted actors’ mechanisms but also in related local community level mechanisms if 
not even at further levels touched by development interventions. In fact, their effect 
may spread out even beyond the context of these interventions into the actors’ overall 
behaviour in the society in a way that the development interventionists did not intend 
and may not be able to control as the Ripple model suggested in Chapter 3. It may 
spread even in a way that goes somewhat against some shared goals in development 
cooperation such as active citizenship and volunteerism for collective development by 
directing people to act or to act in a certain way only when paid for it. This could be the 
case especially if an intervention limits people’s self-empowerment, decreases their 
ownership and disempowers them in issues important for them. In line with the 
identified mechanisms, it could mean a changing mechanism of internal dynamics in a 
community, for example. The link of mechanism changes at organisational and further 
levels were beyond the scope of this study but would be an interesting topic for another 
research.  
 
For development actors like Northern CSOs this suggests taking seriously and learning 
from trends like workshopping in which origins they have had a great role. The principle 
of avoidance is important: Different levels of action and contexts in development 
interventions tend to be closely interlinked and the mechanisms tend to be rather 
permanent. This makes it difficult to change the mechanisms at one level once they are 
established, particularly if they are supported by several contextual factors.  
 
Nowadays development interventionists are usually increasingly aware of the 
interconnectedness of development at various levels and the risks of counterproductive 
effects in interventions and try to avoid them with principles such as “do no harm” 
which implies respect of human rights476. Donors like the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of 
Finland have also adopted cross-cutting objectives such as gender equality that must 
be considered in all development cooperation funded by them by ensuring that it is 
neutral if not supportive in relation to them477. From the empowerment viewpoint I 
would further emphasise contributing to the active agency of different actors in the 
context. This could be seen in the increasing emphasis on capacity building and 
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supporting Southern civil society actors as mentioned in Chapter 1. In addition, the way 
any efforts are done – careful planning and context sensitivity – could probably not be 
stressed enough.  
 
In the language of mechanisms these endeavours and principles could be phrased into 
avoiding contributing to the establishment or existence of mechanisms harmful for such 
principles and being supportive or neutral to the functioning or establishment of 
mechanisms furthering them. This is what following these principles would basically 
require. Yet, I would doubt if all development actors understand this or do the analysis 
that this requirement suggests before the work. Careful context-sensitive planning 
takes time and capacity that was largely there in the examined intervention but may not 
always exist particularly among smaller, less experienced development actors. This 
would partly explain surprises and challenges in development interventions. 
 
When thinking of other than financial motivators in the studied CSOs, the results give 
examples of a full array of internal dynamics related motivators as detailed in Chapter 
3.2 and point at their importance although only some CSOs had evidence of 
considering and benefiting of them all. The importance of other motivators than 
financial ones got highlighted in the CSOs based on volunteerism. These motivators 
were found particularly in those CSOs with the identified more OD supportive 
mechanisms. Their beneficial interaction with the context enabled the CSOs, in line 
with the literature, to attract new members and support the existing members' 
involvement by offering meaningful opportunities to work for their own community and 
grow in an increasingly recognised and successful CSO and in a well working team 
where individuals were recognised, knowledge was shared and the work was guided 
by increasingly clear rules, internal structures and vision. This contributed to the CSOs’ 
internal functioning, effectiveness, wellbeing and further to their empowerment.  
 
With regard to the effect of leadership on CSO empowerment, their influence became 
visible through all mechanisms. In line with the literature in Chapter 3.2, the quality of 
leadership and internal relations proved crucial for commitment and more sustainable 
CSO empowerment, bonding members to the CSO in a context of various factors 
endangering long-term volunteering in small grassroots CSOs. Meanwhile, the results 
also confirm the link between leadership challenges and organisational challenges and 
that it depends greatly on leaders and their internal relations to make the CSO more 
dynamic and attractive. Due to the noted centrality of leaders for organisational 





consideration to the existing research on transformational and empowering 
leadership478. 
 
Knowledge management and organisational learning  
The results support earlier literature on the correlation between organisational learning, 
knowledge management, the members' commitment and organisational wellbeing and 
its link to CSO empowerment. The results on the mechanism of relatively weak 
knowledge management, for instance, point at lack of knowledge management and 
organisational learning for exactly those reasons that the literature reviewed in Chapter 
3 describes as possible sources of internal problems: high member turnover and the 
absence of organisational culture that would support knowledge management and 
organisational learning. Particularly the combination of the mechanisms of weak 
knowledge management and activity-individual orientation made the CSO more 
oriented towards supporting individual rather than organisational learning with related 
outcomes – an orientation named as a source of difficulties for OD in Chapter 3. These 
results can be seen to confirm earlier literature on the inefficiency of interventions to 
produce intended change due to prevailing mechanisms of learning, interpretation and 
applying knowledge479.  
 
Meanwhile, even the identified mechanism of relatively strong knowledge management 
was strong, as the name suggests, only when compared between the CSOs. There 
was room for improvement especially if the CSOs grow and their knowledge sharing 
and organisational learning gets more complex or if they get more influenced by the 
increasingly knowledge and learning oriented international development actors as 
discussed in Chapter 3.2. As a suggestion for further research and in line with what 
Holma and Kontinen480  consider to be essential in CSO interventions and requiring 
more attention in research, this study could be complemented with a more detailed 
enquiry into mechanisms of knowledge management and learning in the target CSOs 
to better understand organisational change and intervention logics. 
 
Responding to dilemmas of endogenous and facilitated CSO empowerment 
In the reality of several OD supportive and hampering mechanisms and conditions as 
well as typically limited capacity building resources for CSO empowerment as 
discussed here and in Chapter 3, the best thing a capacity builder can probably do is to 
adopt a working method as YAK had in the Programme. It includes efforts to 
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encourage a beneficial change for CSOs’ development and empowerment while 
leaving space for their own agency with critical thinking and action and not pushing 
anyone too much against their own interests. Not only can this help ensure the actor’s 
own motivation and sustainable outcomes but it is also crucial for CSO empowerment, 
as both my findings and earlier literature indicate. 
 
Considering the discussed general challenges of capacity building and the character of 
the Programme as quite superficial and limited in resources, the Programme did see 
quite a good number of changes or nascent changes in mechanisms and related OD 
and empowerment. Whereas Chapter 3.3 pointed at the facilitation of empowerment 
being possibly far from gentle and even disempowering if it includes imposing dominant 
foreign discourses, values and working methods, the Programme had features of this 
mainly through its emphasis on human rights. Yet, this emphasis was met with the 
CSOs’ desire to apply human rights at their work, and the CSOs demonstrated 
empowerment through their projects.  
 
In general, this study confirms the literature in Chapter 3 on the importance of a good 
relationship between the capacity builder and the target actor. It also confirms the link 
between positive feedback and the emergence of important and at times unexpected 
outcomes that many critical realists have noted481. As a comparison, in the study of 
Byng and others, for example, positive feedback loops were possibly the most 
important factor explaining different outcomes and whether the actor tried again after 
initial failure482. Similarly the studied CSOs considered YAK’s commitment to their 
development and the overall feedback loop between them encouraging and important 
for their development with various unexpected outcomes. This involved mechanism 
changes, implying a positive link between the feedback loop and the identified 
mechanism changes. The intensiveness of the loop and the interaction between each 
CSO and YAK during and after the Programme could be linked to sharing values and 
aims and the CSO seeing YAK as some sort of a role model. Thus, the findings also 
support the literature in Chapter 3 on shared values tying actors together in a 
sustainable way. The benefits of positive role models have also been noted in other 
challenging contexts483. These are features that I propose other interventions and 
capacity builders to consider in their capacity building and partnerships with their target 
actors. 
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All in all, the thesis suggests for the facilitation of CSO empowerment respect and 
sensitivity to the context, the agency and other particularities of the targeted CSOs and 
their ways of working in line with the reviewed research in Chapter 3. In addition, as its 
further suggestion, the thesis proposes understanding and addressing the CSOs’ 
mechanisms to help both the intervention and the CSOs reach their goals and generate 
empowerment. This implies careful planning and active assessment of one's own work 
and awareness on and efforts to minimise risks of harmful influences. I propose this for 
both interventionists and the target CSOs themselves as part of critical reflection of 
one's own work with others.  
 
As CSOs may have persistent OD hindering mechanisms and unrealistic expectations 
of capacity building, the intervention would benefit of good knowledge of and 
discussions with candidate CSOs even before choosing any of them in. This could 
bring realism to CSOs’ expectations and help choose only those CSOs that have 
genuine interests to develop in all capacity dimensions, a strong cause they serve and 
good work morale. This could be facilitated with careful questions on their own views of 
their development needs and attention on whether they touch all capacity dimensions. 
These discussions and the capacity building itself could pay special attention to the 
issue of leadership and leader-member relations due to their centrality for 
organisational development. 
  
I would suggest deeper challenges and OD hindering mechanisms to be tackled 
whenever suitable to enable empowerment as well as possible. One way to minimise 
contributing to workshopping kind of trends, ensure the relevancy of all capacity 
building for each CSO and encourage the CSOs’ healthy motivation to learn and 
participate actively throughout the intervention could be the following: to avoid bigger, 
more general workshops and focus on the CSO specific mentoring at their existing 
work with related participatory planning. Participatory planning worked well in the 
Programme. These issues and the financial benefits in the intervention could be 
discussed with the CSOs even during pre-selection to concretise the intervention for 
them, stress the need for their active agency in it and possibly turn off unsuitable 
CSOs. Meanwhile, my findings leaning on critical realism suggest realism in aims of 
changing the CSOs in line with other research in Chapter 3, as the journey can be 
bumpy and with no guarantees of success. 
 
Reflections on realistic evaluation 
I noted in Chapter 5.2 that in more dynamic contexts changes could be more due to 





been criticised for difficulties to separate on-going capacity development processes 
and outside support. This study did not focus on separating them with the analysis of 
attribution but rather on whether the intervention contributed to relevant developments 
in the CSOs. As discussed in Chapter 4.2. as part of the ideas of critical realists and as 
suggested by my findings, social processes are affected by many causal powers and 
contextual factors that make it an illusion to attribute one cause to one effect. This 
study strengthened my view that the approach of contribution together with realistic 
evaluation directing attention on the complex interplay and interdependence of societal 
factors and related causal relationships is fruitful for understanding social change and 
intervention logics. It would deserve further emphasis in the research of social change 
and development cooperation.  
 
The generative thinking of social changes in critical realism and the mechanisms in the 
dimensions of the real in particular would be worth more consideration. After this study 
it is clearer to me, in line with the views presented in Chapter 4.2, that understanding 
mechanisms, the root causes and dynamics of action and change and the general 
question of realistic evaluation of what works (or does not work) and for whom in a 
particular context or situation, could also serve the typical preoccupation of evaluations 
and development interventions: to understand the intended versus actual outcomes, 
their link to the conducted activities and how to improve the work. 
 
When thinking of the idea of Pawson and Tilley in Chapter 4.2 on making evaluations 
cumulate – refining middle-range theories that abstract essential conditions and make 
sense in several cases while being concrete enough to withstand testing in several 
interventions – I would suggest the following: To further study these or similar 
mechanisms in other interventions and contexts so as to continue improving their 
conceptualisation and applicability across interventions and contexts without losing 
their original relevance. 
 
It might also be fruitful to continue studying the same CSOs as here not only to discuss 
the identified mechanisms with them and further analyse them but also to get evidence 
of the development of their mechanisms affected by the Programme over time. This 
would also contribute to the general demand for evidence of impacts and change in 
capacity over time as noted in Chapter 4.1. 
 
Moreover, just as an intervention, its evaluation and related learning can benefit of 
sufficient baseline study against which to compare later, so could studies like this with 





research needs before the studied intervention’s implementation. This would facilitate 
later analysis with the approach and learning of the intervention. It would mean starting 
the research when the intervention is starting. This idea is in line with some common 
recommendations for the evaluation of interventions: Having evaluation as an 
integrated part of interventions, as planned for in advance and considered throughout 
the intervention instead of considering it only when it should already be done484. 
 
In total, I would encourage others to try out alternative approaches like that of realistic 
evaluation. After all, its view of the social world and change is probably close to that of 
many development actors based on the literature in Chapter 4. Moreover, realistic 
evaluation does not imply new evaluation methods but stresses using multiple methods 
and tailoring research according to its needs. The main difference comes from its 
purpose and arranging the work accordingly. As realistic evaluation can, however, be 
difficult for practitioners to adapt to their needs on the basis of the current literature, I 
hope to see development of practical, easy to use tools for it in the near future in the 
field of development cooperation and other studies by evaluation researchers, 
practitioners or both of them together. The role of evaluation research with sufficient 
time and resources for each study could in general include applying, developing and 
discussing realistic evaluation and its study of mechanisms and CMO schemes in the 
interventions of development cooperation and other fields. 
 
In the world of evaluation practitioners studying mechanisms of some actors and their 
interplay with the context in a certain intervention with this tool or in other ways could 
be particularly useful in some mid-term evaluation when the intervention and/or the 
partnership with these actors is still continuing. This is because it could teach about 
underlying behavioural logics in the particular case and thus especially about how to 
improve that intervention. If an evaluation is only possible at the end of an intervention, 
taking the approach of realistic evaluation would still offer valuable information to 
improve later work that has some similarities with the evaluated intervention or 
generally to improve future interventions.  
 
As it is likely that practical evaluations continue with their typical questions related to 
outcomes, impacts and relevance, these evaluations might think of a search for 
mechanisms as an additional objective and workload. Yet, my experience of studying 
with these typical preoccupations in the Evaluation as well as with the mechanism 
perspective in this thesis indicates that examining mechanisms would support typical 
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evaluation needs and does not necessarily take a lot of extra resources once the 
mechanism thinking is internalised and particularly if there is prior information of 
mechanisms of similar actors. If it does take time, as occasionally happened to me, too, 
I would say it is worth it. My experience confirms that the deep knowledge of 
intervention logics offered by realistic evaluation could not only help improve 
interventions and partnerships but also help meet development actors’ desire to know 
and learn more. Furthermore, it could help quench the thirst of the public and policy 
makers for well grounded, context sensitive evidence of the benefits of development 
interventions. Through that it could help contribute to the general justification of and 
support for development cooperation and its actors. This could also mean more 
appreciation for alternative types of evaluations as well as for the development actors’ 
empowerment work with ultimate objectives to strengthen Southern civil societies and 
CSOs to successfully represent the grassroots voices, act as agents of collective 
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ANNEX 1. TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE EVALUATION ON KIOS – 
YOUTH ALIVE! KENYA PARTNERSHIP PROGRAMME 
 
Background 
The Finnish NGO Foundation for Human Rights KIOS is funding a programme entitled 
“KIOS – Youth Alive! Kenya Partnership Programme”. The Partnership Programme is 
jointly planned and implemented by KIOS and YAK, with specific tasks assigned to 
each of the partners. The Programme is implemented in Kenya.  
 
The goal of the Programme is: 
Strengthened civil society and human rights movement in Kenya enabling human rights 
actors to deliver work that has significant impact within society. 
 
Specific objectives of the Programme are: 
a) Enhanced capacity of small human organisations as human rights actors and as 
competent institutions effectively engaging with their communities and 
governments in the protection and promotion of human rights. 
b) Broad-based collaboration among small human rights actors and with more 
experienced actors enabling shared learning and growth 
c) Youth Alive! Kenya is transformed as a competent capacity builder and facilitator 
on human rights within Kenya. 
d) KIOS is enabled to evolve as an accomplished capacity builder, facilitator and 
human rights expert. 
 
The first programme year (2008-2009) had following planned activities: 
 Capacity building for small human rights organisations, which included pre-
engagement selection, capacity assessment, needs-based capacity development 
& mentorship, post-development evaluations.  
 Auxiliary partnership services, which included verification of authenticity of 
potential grantees and mid-implementation responses.  
 Project grants to pilot groups. 
 
The target group for the first year was: 
Eight organisations with a human rights focus, which are small but high potential 





Scope and purpose  
The purpose of the evaluation is to assess implementation, impact and relevance of the 
activities of Partnership Programme. There is a need to assess the impact of the 
activities in relation to the stipulated objectives. There is also a need to assess whether 
the type of activities carried out was relevant, appropriate and the most effective way to 
achieve the goals. 
 
The Partnership Programme has been running since May 2008. The programme period 
to be evaluated is from May 2008 to March 2010. This includes the first year of the 
Partnership Programme (project number 08KUO018) and the sub granting addendum 
to the Programme (project number 08AFRLIS2). The second year of the Partnership 
Programme started in August 2009 (project number 09KUO016), and is not part of this 
evaluation. However, the current implementation of the Partnership Programme will be 
reflected to and referred to where appropriate.  
 
The findings and recommendations of the evaluation will be used by KIOS and YAK to 
help future planning of the Programme and to improve the ongoing implementation of 
the Partnership Programme. The evaluation findings can also be used in the possible 
duplication of the Programme or some of its components. The ongoing development of 
new KIOS strategy by KIOS Executive Board may also benefit from the findings. 
 
Objectives 
The evaluation will seek answers to the following overall questions. 
 
Implementation of the Programme - Did we do what we said we would do? 
 How were the Programme and its processes planned and created? 
 How was the Programme implemented? 
 How was the Programme implementation documented? 
 
Impact of the Programme activities - Did we make any difference? 
 Has the human rights know-how of KIOS, YAK and pilots grown? 
 Has the institutional capacity of KIOS, YAK and pilots improved? 
 Has the effective human rights work of KIOS, YAK and pilots increased? 
 
Relevance of the Programme - Where these the right things to do? 
 Are the benefits and changes brought by the Programme relevant compared to the 






The evaluation will be carried out in Finland and Kenya. 
Methodology in Finland: 
 Assessment of compiled written material 
 Interviews with KIOS staff 
Methodology in Kenya: 
 Assessment of compiled written material 
 Interviews with YAK staff 
 Evaluation visits to Programme beneficiaries (8 pilot groups) 
 Evaluation workshop with Programme beneficiaries (8 pilot groups) 
 
Composition of the team of evaluators and time schedule 
The evaluation will be carried out by the consultant in a consultative and participatory 
manner. KIOS and YAK staff will participate in the evaluation and offer their full 
assistance to the consultant. Representatives of KIOS and YAK staff will participate in 
the evaluation visits and workshop. The evaluation will be initiated in March 2010.  
Work in Finland: 
 March 2010  Assessment of compiled written material 
 April 2010  Interviews with KIOS staff 
Work in Kenya: 
 May 2010  Assessment of compiled written material 
 May 2010  Interviews with YAK staff 
 May-June 2010  Evaluation visits to Programme beneficiaries (8 pilot groups) 




The drafting of the report and the editing of the final report is the responsibility of the 
consultant. The evaluation report shall be written in English and should not exceed 30 
pages, excluding annexes. The report shall include findings of the evaluation, 
conclusions and recommendations.  
 
The draft report shall be submitted to KIOS and YAK by 18 August 2010. KIOS and 
YAK shall give their comments to the consultant by 31 August 2010. After receiving 
comments the consultant will make the final edition of the report and submit the final 





ANNEX 2. EVALUATION INTERVIEWS AND DISCUSSIONS 
Table 17. Evaluation schedule with details. 
 Date Interviewees No Time 
 In Helsinki, Finland: 
1 20 April 2010 KIOS Executive Director and Project Coordinator  2 1 ½ hours 
2 22 April KIOS Project Coordinator  1 1 h 
 In Nairobi, Kisumu and their nearby areas in Kenya: 
3 12 May 
3 current and 2 former YAK’s Programme team 
members  
5 2 ½ h 
4  
YAK Programme team, KIOS Executive Director and 
Project Coordinator 
5 1 h 
5 14 May CSO G’s board and staff members 5 2 ½ h 
6  CSO G’s beneficiaries 6 2 h 
7 15 May CSO C’s board and staff members 9 2 ½ h 
8  CSO C’s beneficiaries 7 2 h 
9 17 May CSO B’s board and staff members 6 2 ½ h 
10  CSO B’s beneficiaries 10 2 h 
11 18 May CSO D’s board and staff members 5 2 ½ h 
12  CSO D’s beneficiaries 8 1 ½ h 
13 19 May CSO A’s board and staff members 9 3 h 
14 20 May CSO F’s committee and staff members 8 3 h 
15  CSO F’s beneficiaries 9 1 h 
16 21 May 8
th
 CSO’s board and staff members, excluded here 11 3 h 
17 23 May Evaluation team members from YAK and KIOS 2 1 h 
18 24 May CSO E’s board and staff members 9 2 ½ h 
19  CSO E’s board member 1 20 min 
20 26 May 
Evaluation workshop: 
2 representatives from CSO A 
2 representatives from CSO B 
2 representatives from CSO C 
1 representative from CSO D 
1 representative from CSO E 
2 representatives from CSO F  
2 representatives from CSO G 
2 representatives from the 8
th
 CSO 
YAK Programme team + 1 former team member 





21 28 May CSO A board and staff members 4 2 ½ h 
22  
CSO A beneficiary school: 
Pre-primary and primary school age students 
Head teacher 
100 45 min 
23  CSO A other beneficiaries 2 45 min 
24 29 May CSO D board and staff members 6 2 ½ h 
25 31 May CSO G board and staff members 5 2 ½ h 
26  CSO G pilot project workshop facilitator 1 20 min 
27 1 June CSO E board and staff members 2 2 ½ h 
28  
CSO E beneficiary school: 
Members of the human rights club 
Patron to the Human Rights Club 
40 2 h 
29 3 June CSO F committee and staff members 2 2 ½ h 
30  
CSO F beneficiary school: 
Students aged 13-18 years, Head teacher 
60 45 min 
31 5 June CSO C board and staff members 2 2 ½ h 





Discussions during the Evaluation visits to CSOs and the workshop 
The first Evaluation visits to the CSOs took usually a full day. The morning involved 
travelling to the CSO, a discussion with its key representatives with appropriate breaks 
and lunch. The afternoon involved discussions with beneficiaries and other 
stakeholders of the pilot project of the CSO. The Evaluation workshop took a whole day 
with group work, discussions and networking between all project counterparts and the 
evaluator. The general outline of the Evaluation workshop is provided in Table 20 and 
the discussion topics during the first Evaluation visits to CSOs in Table 21. Second 
visits to CSOs involved verification of earlier data and discussion on the work and 
developments of each CSO through participatory exercises of Timeline of key events 
and Circle of networking. The used participatory exercises are explained in Annex 3.  
 
Table 18. The general outline of the Evaluation workshop. 
Time  Topics 
9:00-12:30 
with a tea 
break 
Introduction 
Sharing evaluation results so far:  
 Assessing Programme implementation 
 Key changes and achievements in organisational development, human 
rights know-how, networking, funding and profile 
 Key challenges and lessons learnt 
Group work thematically:  
a) organisational development;  b) human rights know-how; c) networking, 
funding and profile 
 to reflect on results, add, correct, share further experiences 
 Sharing group work & discussion 
12:30 Lunch 
13:30-16:00 
with a tea 
break 
Results vs. group work & discussion:  
 Ideas for developing the Programme further 
Group work & discussion: Each CSO’s own future plans and ideas of 
improvement 
Discussion: 
 Lessons learnt of the Evaluation 







Table 19. Discussion topics during the first visit to each CSO. 
Topic Link to key 
Evaluation 
questions 
Type of questions 
Discussions with the CSO’s representatives: 
Introduction   Introduction to everyone present and the 
Evaluation  
 Introduction to the CSO 
 Start of the CSO 
 Key objectives, concerns, activities 
 Organisational structure 
 How they got involved in the Programme (PP) 
Pilot projects  Did the PP do what 
it said it would do? 
 Did the PP make 
any difference? 
 Introduction to their pilot project 
 Participatory exercise: ladders of pilot project 
success 
 Impacts, improvement ideas, contextual changes 








 Did the PP do what 
it said it would do? 
 Did the PP make 
any difference? 
 Participatory exercise: Ladders of development of 
organisational capacity 
 Discussing their mentoring schedule + additions 
 Main benefits of the PP 
 Key things learnt + use of that knowledge 
 Key changes in the CSO during the PP 
 Influence of the context, its networks, funding 
Relevance  Where these the 
right things to do? 
 Key expectations of the PP 
 The PP’s contribution to the CSO’s objectives 
and work (exercise with ladders) 
 The PP’s contribution to the most relevant 
capacity development areas for the CSO + 
related improvement ideas for the PP 
 Opinions on the cooperation with YAK and KIOS 
+ improvement ideas 
Closure   Closure of the session 
Discussions with the CSO’s stakeholders: 
Introduction   Introduction to everyone present 
 Introduction to the Evaluation and the session 
 Short overview of the pilot project 
Project 
implementation 
 Did the project do 
what it said it 
would do? 
 Their knowledge and opinions of the CSO 
 Their participation in the project 
 Their experience of similar projects 
 Their opinions of the project 




 Did the project 
make any 
difference? 
 New things and learning for them in the project 
 Their use of what they learnt in the project 
 The impact of the project on their lives 
 Project specific questions 
Relevance  Where these the 
right things to do? 
 Their expectations of the CSO and the project 
Improvement ideas for the CSO and the project 
 Their wishes for the CSO, KIOS or YAK 







ANNEX 3. PARTICIPATORY EXERCISES IN DATA COLLECTION485 
 
The discussions with the CSOs included participatory exercises to help the participants 
analyse their CSO’s development during the Programme more deeply and creatively 
than with mere questions. The exercises gave valuable information on the CSO’s 
history, networks and other factors and actors affecting its development during the 
Programme and around it.  
 
The main participatory exercises486 used included Ladders of Programme success, 
Ladders of pilot project success, Ladders of development of organisational capacity, 
Timeline of key events inside and outside their organisation that had influenced their 
CSO's capacity through their history and particularly during and around the Programme 
years, and a Circle of networking – a Venn diagram with each CSO's networks, their 
importance, changes in 2008–2009 and their links to the Programme.  
 
For instance the exercise Ladders of development of organisational capacity included 
participants writing down individually one or two things that a human rights organisation 
or an organisation in general needs in order to be healthy and to function properly. 
These answers were discussed and grouped. The features that the Programme had 
not affected were excluded. Participants assessed the grouped features affected by the 
Programmer with ladders of organisational development, giving their estimations of the 
state of development of each grouped feature before the Programme and after it on a 
scale of not yet developed, very little developed, little developed, quite well developed, 
well developed and very well developed.  
 
The exercise was facilitated with additional questions to help the informants analyse 
the development of their CSO and the factors that had affected it. Participants gave 
several examples that concretised and supported the answers in this exercise and in 
other already collected data. The following pictures illustrate this exercise, other 
participatory exercises and other parts of the data collection process. 
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Picture 1 and 2. The exercise Ladders of development of organisational capacity. 
 
    







Picture 5. Visit to a school that benefited of a pilot project. 
 
    
    





ANNEX 4. MECHANISMS IN FURTHER PILOT GROUPS AND 
SUMMARISING DEVELOPMENT CURVES 
 
The following presents some further mechanism descriptions in the CSOs that were not 
included in Chapter 6 due to space limits. My analysis involved the examination of each 
CSO and their mechanisms, resulting in a detailed description of each identified 
mechanism. The following sub-chapters touch the mechanisms of cause focus, fund-
seeking, holistic development, internal dynamics and knowledge management. 
 
Persisting mechanism of cause focus 
 
Example of cause focus in CSO C 
CSO C had a clear mechanism of cause focus. It had always worked without external 
funding, receiving money only through membership contributions and from assisting 
other CSOs in their projects. It had similar contextual conditions for its work as CSO D 
but in addition its work was strongly affected by certain actors hampering its work. This 
is discussed in detail with its mechanism of holistic development. The desire to 
promote the cause as a group had practically kept its members trying despite 
challenges in past years. The members demonstrated collective confidence at the 
CSO’s work and empowerment after together overcoming the challenges and doing the 
pilot project, their first own project of strong beneficiary support and with several 
positive results.  
 
The Programme's contribution through training, mentoring and project funding to the 
CSO's main objective was always the first or among the first key benefits of the 
Programme that the CSO mentioned. It stressed how more members and networks 
enabled them all to better reach objectives together: "Now there is somebody else who 
can work on our behalf487."  Even though its pilot project brought it in contact with an 
international CSO who later gave the CSO its first direct external funding if the 
Programme is excluded, it still kept on highlighting the networks part of it as this new 
project enabled it to create a national network for a certain issue. In the Programme 
CSO C was one of the most active CSOs in promoting shared learning and necessary 
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Example of cause focus in CSO E 
CSO E was another example next to CSO B on human rights being integrated to the 
mechanism of cause focus. Before CSO E entered the Programme, it had an interest to 
work more with human rights and some knowledge and experience of related work. 
The CSO was different from the other pilot groups due to its integrated approach to 
work, meaning addressing multiple challenges in the community with different, mutually 
supportive and simultaneous activities. Human rights promotion was to be one part of 
the whole. Its integrated approach was somewhat inconsistent with the human rights 
approach that KIOS was promoting, as KIOS wanted the pilot project to be about 
human rights work only. For this reason CSO E did the project on children's rights but 
continued to consider an integrated approach a better option for itself. Discussions with 
YAK and CSO E and the Evaluation workshop indicated that this CSO was among the 
strongest CSOs in doing its own thing. It said it was mainstreaming human rights to all 
its programmes but it also had a separate human rights programme.  
 
Table 20. CSO E’s mechanism of cause focus. 




Closeness of the 
community and its 
challenges and desires;  
community support and 
mutual respect with 
relevant authorities;  
High number of certain HR 
violations in the 
community;  
Low but increasing HR 
awareness in the 
community and among 
authorities;  
The Programme; 
Stakeholder support in the 
pilot project; 
Change of funding policies 
or sudden end of funding;  









Increasing, high spirit 
of volunteerism; 
Expertise in diverse 
community 
development;  
Some previous HR 
knowledge and 
experience;  
More knowledge on 
HR and project 
management; 
Pilot project funding; 
Externally funded 
projects but some 
funding stops → 
temporal funding gap, 





























More HR work 
for the cause 
 
In fact, CSO E’s mechanism of cause focus was quite similar to that of CSO B. Both 
CSOs were more developed in fundraising and project management than other CSOs, 
had diverse activities supporting their cause, adopted a human rights based approach 
(HRBA) and increased their human rights work to better serve their beneficiaries. While 
CSO B developed a clear human rights agency mainly during the Programme and 
experienced CSO empowerment with it, it was not clear whether CSO E’s agency had 
begun primarily before or during the Programme, and it showed no related 





rights and more moderate adoption of the HRBA at work compared to CSO B’s 
enthusiasm and efforts. Yet, there could be other reasons for this difference. The data 
was insufficient for their full analysis. It is probable that CSO E’s human rights agency 
would have grown also without the Programme even if at a slower pace since it had 
started increasing its human rights work beforehand with its human rights programme 
and related fundraising, which generated positive results in 2009.  
 
CSO E’s fundraising illustrates its mechanism of cause focus very clearly. Although in 
2008 the CSO saw some funding and projects ending, a period of low-scale voluntary 
work and need for active fundraising, these challenges did not make it compromise its 
cause. Apart from this persistency, CSO E was similar to CSO B in its confidence in 
finding funding for its cause. These factors and the CSO’s confidence in its approach 
and place in its community put the CSO among the least fund-seeking pilot groups. It 
was during the low-scale period when the CSO initiated its human rights programme 
with positive funding results. It also envisioned to increase its own income generation 
to support its cause better.  
 
All in all, based on primary and secondary sources, it could be argued similarly as with 
the mechanism of CSO B that the Programme saw CSO E keeping its cause focus 
while integrating human rights into this cause and the CSO’s repertoire of activities 
without compromises in but further supporting its existing objectives. "Because at the 
end of the day, anything that we do – – is actually about human rights488". The 
Programme and its pilot project, the following increase of its awareness and concern of 
the human rights situation in the community and the positive response from the project 
stakeholders all contributed to this. 
 
Example of cause focus in CSO G 
Although YAK estimated CSO G to be rather fund-seeking, a closer assessment made 
me group it among others with a mechanism of cause focus. It had been committed to 
the cause of the same beneficiary group throughout its existence with several kinds of 
activities. It said to focus on promoting their rights but YAK wondered whether it was 
genuinely inclined to human rights work or doing it due to available funding. The CSO 
had some history of human rights work and it had recently done a very similar human 
rights project as the pilot project. Meanwhile, it did not see it knew a lot about human 
rights as a CSO. YAK argued similarly.  
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Changing the vocabulary and approach from serving beneficiaries' needs to serving 
their rights, which may have been the case with CSO G, does not in itself necessarily 
imply any compromising changes in actual work. It seems that while some other pilot 
groups were stronger in human rights knowledge and more focused on promoting 
rights of its beneficiaries with certain type of activities, CSO G was still developing its 
human rights knowledge and its use and not limiting its work to pure human rights 
work. It did seem rather fund-seeking in the sense that, according to various sources, it 
showed willingness to expand in the type of activities so as to get funding but it was 
cause driven in that the activities were to serve the same group of beneficiaries. The 
data indicates that the Programme strengthened this mechanism. The CSO’s relative 
interest in funding may be linked to its experience of external funding and paid staff for 
some years. 
 
CSO A’s example of a persisting mechanism of fund-seeking 
 
CSO A was an example next to CSO F of a persisting mechanism of fund-seeking and 
being a young CSO with a history of several types of activities and relatively high 
member turnover. Supporting its capacity was a bit easier for YAK than supporting the 
capacity of CSO F because, among other things, its member turnover was not that high 
during the Programme and it showed stronger interest to focus at work. Yet, CSO A 
also had rather little human rights knowledge, no earlier experience of a project of its 
own and difficulties in deciding the topic of its pilot project. It also chose to focus on 
children's rights, on which some of its active members had recently acquired new 
knowledge and skills. Both CSO A and F indicated that before they had participated in 
others' projects but now this was what they actually wanted to do.  
 
During the evaluation, which took place nine months after the project, the CSO argued 
children's rights to be one of its key working topics. Yet, as CSO F, it had not yet 
embarked on new related activities that could solidify this focus better. Although it had 
put out new project applications, it was only developing in fundraising and still 
expressed some insecurity in attracting funding and managing projects independently. 
Therefore it was also at risk to remain fund-seeking – at risk not to find funding by itself 
and to engage in diverse activities supporting its primary or emerging interests if 
another CSO asks for its help. After all, assisting others is largely what the CSO had 
done, and it had ensured it some small but important income. Its future direction 
seemed more open and unsure than for other pilot groups. Along with CSO F it had 
more to do than other CSOs before standing firmly on its own feet with a clear, stable 





cause focus than CSO F due to its members' stronger drive to work together for the 
CSO and its key goals with a certain focus, which can help it remain vivid and take 
steps forward. 
 
CSO B’s example of a persisting mechanism of holistic development 
 
CSO B was one of the most developed pilot groups in its orientation towards holistic 
growth. It had the ability to acquire external funding and experience of managing 
projects independently even before the Programme. It also had quite good skills in 
organisational management and professional staff, which made it different from other 
pilot groups. When the Programme started, the CSO was at an active development 
phase, seeking out various development opportunities and open towards cooperation 
and sharing information with other actors. It had high commitment, some knowledge 
and experience of human rights work, but it had not done a full human rights project 
before. It was interested in doing more human rights work.  
 
As explained in relation to the mechanism of cause focus, the Programme and 
particularly the pilot project contributed to its human rights knowledge, enabled it to 
have its first conscious rights based project and supported it in adopting a human rights 
based approach to its work just like CSO E did. Finding a clear human rights agency 
was empowering for it as explained in relation to its mechanism of cause focus. This 
agency together with the CSO’s earlier desire to be seen as a serious civil society actor 
became visible in its new project proposals, engagement in further human rights work 
and its registration as an NGO which the Programme could support. While the human 
rights agency became clearly active during the Programme and was quite strongly 
affected by experiences in the Programme, the CSO had activated an agency for NGO 
status even before it. Both these agencies contributed to it becoming a more serious 
civil society actor and gaining rather wide local and national recognition.  
 
All these findings point at a strengthening mechanism of holistic OD. Other indications 
for it derive from it restructuring its board in 2009 and doing strategic planning. The 
Programme could facilitate these, but its affect was smaller in strategic planning than in 
other examples given. It is possible that strategic planning was not originally CSO B’s 
own idea at least fully since its strategic planning had been funded in 2007 by another 
sponsor. It was making a strategic plan out of its own interest but also for the practical 






In addition to the already mentioned general contextual factors affecting CSO B in 
2008–2009, the post-election violence burnt its office partly and stopped its work for 
some months. Positively, it got a new office and enjoyed increasing recognition and 
support from key stakeholders. The community members were increasingly seeking for 
its advice and several actors from local and national civil society and beyond were 
interested in collaborating with it. As explained in the context of its mechanism of cause 
focus, it had some financial challenges due to changing project funding and had to 
resign some staff but it was confident in finding new funding. 
 
Table 21. CSO B’s mechanism of holistic development. 































High commitment;  
Some human rights (HR) 
knowledge; Experience of 
some HR activities but no full 
HR project;  
Experience of various type of 
activities; 
Good project and 
organisational management 
skills;  
OD supportive leadership;  
Good organisational 
structures; 
Good networking skills; 
Increasing number of 
volunteers; 
Increasing amount of 
externally funded projects and 
staff;  
Post-election violence cut work 














































More commitment;  
More knowledge and skills in 
HR and project management; 
More organisational 
management knowledge;  
Stronger networks, including 
HR; 
Externally funded projects but 
some funding stops 
→ Some projects stop, some 
staff resigned 
Desire and 
action to focus 















serious at all work 













CSO A’s example of a triggered OD enabling mechanism of internal dynamics  
 
CSO A was an example of a mechanism change in internal dynamics being triggered 
but not yet producing a sustainable pattern of behaviour. Before the Programme CSO 
A had an OD hindering mechanism of internal dynamics. With its networks the CSO 
could offer some opportunities for growth for some members but nothing was directed 
for the development of the whole CSO. Meaningful opportunities to develop or work for 
the community were limited in the CSO particularly after it lost its office in 2006. Its 
members felt unsure of where to meet, how to participate or what their role was in the 
CSO. This hampered CSO A to maintain activities and liveliness. It was working to get 
a new office. Some leading members grew faster than others, generating a growing 
gap between them and the rest in the CSO and a feeling for some of them to grasp 
better opportunities elsewhere, to prioritise other things. They became less involved or 
left completely. Some new enthusiastic members joined, and the CSO enjoyed some 
spirit of volunteerism but the challenges made its maintenance difficult. It sought 
funding for a project of its own but its insufficient means in it kept this desire unfulfilled.  
 
CSO A’s internal dynamics could be said to have begun to change when the 
construction of its office and the Programme started. YAK facilitated the CSO with the 
office and the members were proud to tell how they helped in constructing and 
furnishing it. YAK also helped it revise internal structures. The CSO got better 
organised with the members' participation in its activities, meetings and working 
groups. These changes together with the pilot project ensured more meaningful 
opportunities for growth and action in the CSO. While some members left during the 
Programme, several new ones joined in. By the time of the evaluation in May 2010 no 
members had left CSO A in 2010. The members' overall interest and priority to work for 
the CSO seemed to have increased. 
 
The pilot project funding enabled CSO A to realise its desire for a project of its own. 
The trainings and the practical project work in the Programme supported its project 
implementation skills and YAK mentored it where needed. The experience with positive 
beneficiary response boosted the members’ commitment and spirit of volunteerism. 
The CSO emphasised the spirit of volunteerism above all. "Many people don’t [see it] – 
–, but it's a powerful tool.489" All in all, one could see the CSO acting as an agent 
towards its goals in the project and the resulting individual and collective empowerment 
in the members' speaking and gestures that they reached through working together 
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and strengthening their capacities, group cohesion, confidence and spirit of 
volunteerism in the CSO. "It’s the empowerment. All the members of the group and the 
community have gotten more than mere project.490" The OD hindering mechanism of 
internal dynamics was being replaced by an OD enabling mechanism that improving 
means and contextual factors permitted to become increasingly functional.  
 
Table 22. CSO A’s mechanism of internal dynamics. 







facilitation for its 
















Little skills in project 
and organisational 
management and HR 
work although growth 
of some members; 





Some volunteers BUT 
high member turnover; 
Some spirit of 
volunteerism;  
No office f its own 
Desire and 
action for its 
own office; 
Desire for an 







priority in the 
CSO vs. other 
opportunities 
→ decision to 
leave the 
CSO or less 
involvement 
Land for the office;  
No project of its own; 
various activities, types 
of cooperation and 
trainings attended by 
some members;  
More individual than 
CSO benefits; 
Continuing challenges 
with member turnover; 
No change of or less 
commitment, spirit of 
volunteerism and 
confidence in work; 
No change of or less 
activity 














(in a change 
process) 
More knowledge on 
project management 





and opportunities for 
growth and action; 










work for the 
CSO 
Increased confidence in 
work and abilities; 
Increased commitment 
and spirit of 
volunteerism; 
Increased activity, 
cohesion and ability to 
gain experience 
→ CSO empowerment; 
Improving performance 
and member turnover; 
Positive mechanism 
triggered but not with a 
sustainable pattern of 
behaviour yet 
 
Yet, it seems too much to argue that the mechanism of internal dynamics would have 
fully changed with a new sustainable pattern of behaviour in CSO A – rather, it was in a 
change process. CSO A relied fully on volunteers that occasionally gained some 
money when participating in organising activities with other CSOs. It now had the office 
supporting volunteer involvement but it together with meaningful opportunities to 
participate and grow and increased attachment to CSO A may not be enough to keep 
its rather young members still in a situation where their attention was also directed to 
deciding on their future and everyday challenges. The Programme is over and the CSO 
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is to take next steps on how further develop and provide meaningful opportunities for 
its members and maintain their spirit of volunteerism and involvement. There was a risk 
that if activities and therefore opportunities to participate decrease, so will volunteer 
engagement, with effects on overall internal dynamics. By the time of the evaluation the 
CSO had continued with some activities but it had only plans in children’s rights – the 
topic of its pilot project and an argued key working topic for the future. Its ability to 
fundraise and keep the nascent focus was still uncertain and to be proved. 
 
CSO F’s example of a persistent OD hindering mechanism of internal dynamics 
 
CSO F had a persistent OD hindering mechanism of internal dynamics throughout the 
Programme. The mechanism was reflected in its challenges in member turnover which 
the CSO brought up many times during data collection. Its chair had left during the 
Programme and the CSO had only one founding member left. He said that 
"Before 2007, 2008, the group was more vigorous, because the group had no other 
things to pursue. But from 2008, 2009, some of them [members] are now to leave 
and others are, even myself are now engaging in other [activities] – – Yeah, some 
have left for higher learning, some have gone to attend some seminars – –. So I 
feel, it is either a win-win or a win-lose, I don’t know.491"  
 
With win-win he referred to individual benefits, and with win-lose to the CSO losing 
knowledgeable members. It is difficult to say whether members' leaving was more due 
to internal issues or external ones beyond the CSO’s control. However, it was clear that 
CSO F could only offer limited meaningful activities and opportunities for the members' 
growth. Some members grew faster than others and grasped attractive opportunities 
elsewhere. The loss of members may be linked to the CSO’s seemingly lower group 
commitment and spirit of volunteerism compared to at least CSO A, C, and D. 
According to YAK and my observations, CSO F had been less active and enthusiastic 
in the Programme activities and in the Evaluation than other CSOs. These findings are 
a bit contradictory to the CSO’s own comments on the member's becoming more active 
and committed at teamwork in the pilot project.  
 
One explanation, at which some members pointed, is that some positive developments 
in the project were short lived. Key factors seemed to be the loss of key members and 
the CSO’s overall focus on activities and the members’ development rather than full 
OD. Lacking group cohesion and commitment for joint work seemed to give fewer 
reasons for the members to stay, which again seemed to decrease the spirit of 
volunteerism. The CSO did not show active agency to address the issue. The agency 
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was rather at an individual level in the members' thinking process and action to stay or 
leave. In this situation the future of the CSO seemed the most uncertain and unclear of 
all CSOs.  
 
CSO F’s example of a persistent mechanism of weak knowledge management 
 
CSO F had clear difficulties in knowledge management in the middle of member 
changes. As other CSOs, it had some basic structures to ensure knowledge sharing 
and it said it had learnt the importance of sharing information in the Programme. It also 
gave examples of sharing knowledge on the Programme among the members. Yet, 
other data pointed at a weak mechanism of knowledge management throughout the 
Programme. This could be seen in how much the members that participated in the 
Evaluation and had been involved in the Programme showed having knowledge of the 
CSO’s activities in the Programme or their contents. 
  
Furthermore, despite training on project management, CSO F was among the pilot 
groups who needed the closest assistance in its pilot project. YAK said that it had to 
repeatedly explain the same things to it. This was partly linked to CSO F’s inexperience 
in independent project work as well as some key members leaving it in the middle of 
the Programme. Yet, both key members of the CSO present in the Evaluation had 
been involved in the Programme and the other one had also attended the joint training. 
YAK was less confident with CSO F than with other pilot groups in the way the CSO 
concentrated in the Programme activities, trained members or shared knowledge. YAK 
felt that despite stressing the importance of sharing many of its teachings went just for 
individuals and in vain when people left the CSO. This relates to CSO F’s mechanism 
of activity-individual orientation and internal dynamics that were problematic for OD. 
 
